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Summary 

The issue of London’s population and the 2011 Census could not be more vital to 
discussions on London’s future: without an accurate, accepted calculation of who lives in 
London, all other discussions about services in the capital are undermined. 

The acknowledged undercounting of London’s population in the 2001 Census continues to 
have an effect on the funding provided to London’s boroughs for the services they are 
expected to provide for the capital’s population. Perceived inaccuracies in population 
estimates and projections based on the 2001 Census are eroding the confidence of London 
boroughs in the quality of the official statistics on which funding decisions are based. 

The London Regional Committee has examined the preparations being made for the 2011 
Census in London. We recognise the substantial lessons learned from the 2001 exercise 
and the improvements which have been made to arrangements for the conduct of the 
Census. We nevertheless share the serious concerns of several London boroughs about 
whether the preparations being made for the 2011 Census in London risk a repeat of the 
difficulties of 2001, through significant levels of non-response to the Census and the 
difficulties of accurate imputation of population figures to compensate. 

We make specific recommendations for the Office for National Statistics to address 
potential problems with recruitment of skilled enumerators and the local knowledge 
required to ensure the successful delivery and collection of Census forms.  

We recommend that ONS discuss with London boroughs the methodology it proposes to 
use for the imputation of missing returns into Census outputs, in order to share expertise 
on the particular population profiles in each borough. 

We welcome the creation of a national address register for the census, but find it barely 
credible that this valuable resource is not to be maintained after 2011. We recommend that 
the Government deal with the intellectual property issues which inhibit maintenance of the 
register as a matter of urgency. 

We emphasise the importance to Londoners of completing Census forms accurately: this is 
vital to ensure that public services in London are properly provided for over the next 
decade.  

We strongly support a successful, properly-resourced 2011 Census as the only means of 
providing as accurate a picture as possible of London’s population in 2011 and beyond. 
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1 Introduction 
1. The new London Regional Committee decided to make the issue of population 
measurement and the 2011 Census in London the subject of our first inquiry. The issue 
could not be more vital to discussions on London’s future: without an accurate, accepted 
calculation of who lives in London, all other discussions about services in the capital are 
undermined. 

2. The 2001 Census—the basic building block for statistical assessment of the number and 
composition of the population—has been subject to substantial scrutiny in Parliament and 
elsewhere.1 Although the 2001 exercise was deemed to have been a success across the 
country as a whole, specific and significant issues with the Census were demonstrated in 
London. We wanted to know whether lessons had been learnt from 2001 and whether 
preparations for the 2011 Census were adequate for the next challenge. 

Why is an accurate Census important for London? 

3. The 2011 Census of Population and Housing—the 21st decennial census to be 
undertaken since 1801—will be held in England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland 
on 27 March 2011.2 

4. The accuracy of the decennial Census is vital to the integrity of population datasets 
which use the Census as their source. Should the 2011 Census fail to count or to estimate 
London’s population accurately, the datasets used by London government at all levels will 
be adversely affected. Not only is there a risk that funding and planning for services in 
London for the next decade will be inadequate, but general confidence in the overall 
accuracy of official statistics will be diminished. 

5. The Office for National Statistics (ONS) believes that the Census is “the most complete 
source of information about the population that we have.”3 ONS explained to us that the 
Census results or outputs were vital “for a countless range of purposes”: users of Census 
results include central and local government, the health sector, businesses, market 
researchers, academic researchers, the education sector, genealogists and the general 
public.4 It set out six broad purposes for which census data are used: 

• resource allocation; 

 
1 For instance, in The 2001 Census in England and Wales, First Report from the Treasury Committee, Session 2001-02, 

HC (2001–02) 310, and The Office for National Statistics; Outsourcing the 2001 Census, Ninth Report of the Public 
Accounts Committee, Session 2002–03, HC (2002–03) 543. 

2 UK Statistics Authority, Helping to shape tomorrow: the 2011 Census of Population and Housing for England and 
Wales, Cm 7513, p. 16. A Census has been held in every decade since 1801 except 1941. The basis in primary 
legislation for the holding of a decennial Census which obliges persons ordinarily resident to make a Census return 
is the Census Act 1920, as amended. The instruments establishing specific legislative authority for the 2011 Census 
have now been presented to Parliament: the Census (England and Wales) Order 2009, which specifies the persons 
required to make census returns and sets out the questions to be asked in census forms, entered into force on 10 
December 2009 following approval by both Houses and the Privy Council, and the Census (England) Regulations 
2010, which set out the detailed arrangements necessary for the conduct of the census, were laid before Parliament 
on 4 March 2010 and enter into force on 31 March. 

3 Explanatory memorandum to the Census Regulations 2010 (S.I., 2010, No. 532), para 7.2. 

4 Ibid. 
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• targeting of investment; 

• planning for services; 

• making and monitoring policy; 

• academic research and market research, and 

• benchmarking for other National Statistics outputs, in particular local estimates 
and projections of population. 

6. ONS has indicated that the requirements of central and local government for uniform 
national and small-scale population data cannot at present be met from other statistical 
sources.5 The UK Statistics Authority considers that the decennial Census “is regarded as 
the most authoritative source of information for a wide range of uses. It provides a 
snapshot of the country, with consistent and comparable information for small areas and 
sub-populations, and allows multivariate analyses that are not feasible using any other data 
source.”6 

7. The Government Office for London set out for us the use of Census data, and the 
population estimates derived from Census data, in central Government planning and 
funding provision for London. The annual mid-year population estimates, benchmarked 
to the most recent Census outputs, are “an important factor” in the formulae used to 
allocate funding to local authorities and police authorities through the unrestricted 
Formula Grant, as well as to primary care trusts. Census outputs are also used in 
Government policy projections for the age profile of the population, pension provision, 
internal and external migration, long-term sustainability of Gross Domestic Product 
growth and Government revenues, and labour supply and inflationary pressures.7 

8. The Greater London Authority (GLA), in its submission to us, stressed the importance 
of an accurate Census in London to its work in planning for service delivery in London, a 
theme echoed by many of the London boroughs which submitted evidence. The GLA 
produces annual demographic projections at borough and ward level for up to 30 years 
ahead, which are used in service planning by the GLA itself, Transport for London, the 
London Development Agency, the Metropolitan Police, London boroughs, NHS London 
and other service providers such as utility companies.8 

9. There are many inputs to these population projections, drawn from a variety of data 
sources, but the key value of the Census to them is its comprehensive approach, which 
enables an authoritative refreshing and re-basing of population data every ten years. 

 
5 Ev 55 [Office for National Statistics] 

6 Cm 7513, para 1.14 

7 Ev 50–51 [Government Office for London] 

8 Ev 126 [Greater London Authority] 
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10. The Office for National Statistics recognises the importance of an accurate count of 
London’s population in 2011. ONS Census Director Glen Watson told us that at the 2011 
Census “there is absolutely no doubt that [London] is going to be the most challenging part 
of the country” in terms of the conduct of the Census.9 

11. If there is any significant undercounting of the population in London relative to the rest 
of the country, and, in particular, undercounting of hard-to-count populations which 
happen to be high users of public services, then there is a clear risk that London will not 
receive its fair proportion of funding for those public services. 

Our inquiry 

12. Our Committee was established by order of the House on 24 June 2009, with the remit 
“to examine the Government’s regional policies for London and the Government’s 
relationship with the Greater London Authority and regional bodies”.10 A motion to 
appoint members to the Committee was first tabled by the Government for approval by the 
House on 26 November 2009, and was eventually debated and agreed to on 14 December. 
We held our first meeting on 15 December, at which we agreed to conduct this inquiry.  

13. Terms of reference for our inquiry were issued on 17 December and written evidence 
was requested by 14 January. The terms of reference were “the Government’s policy on the 
preparation and use of regional population statistics for London and its arrangements for 
accurate assessment of population mobility and turnover, with particular reference to the 
arrangements for the 2011 Census.” The subjects we invited written submissions to cover 
were: 

• The lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census exercise. 

• Preparations for the 2011 census in London, with particular reference to 
approaches to assessment issues unique to London: counting of migrants and 
transients, underdeclaration on census returns, and correlations between 
characteristics of underrepresentation in census and electoral registration returns. 

• Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to 
engaging participation by minority communities. 

• The planned use of census and other population data in  

 population projections for London; 

 planning for provision of services delivered through the Government Office 
for London and London boroughs; and 

 funding allocations for service provision made to central Government 
bodies, the Greater London Authority and London boroughs. 

We list the written evidence received at the end of this report.  

 
9 Q 125 

10 SO No. 152F (1A). 
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14. The 2011 Census exercise has already been subject to scrutiny in the House and 
elsewhere. Before the consideration in both Houses of the draft Census Order, the Public 
Administration Select Committee took oral evidence from the National Statistician and the 
Census Director on plans for the 2011 Census.11 Under the arrangements established by 
the Statistics and Registration Service Act 2007, the Census programme for England and 
Wales undertaken by the Office for National Statistics is under systematic examination by 
the UK Statistics Authority. The Authority has now reported the outcome of phase 1 of its 
special assessment of the Censuses to be held in the UK.12  

15. We held four sessions of oral evidence in February 2010, and took evidence from Mr 
Tony Travers of the London School of Economics, Professor David Martin of the Royal 
Statistical Society and Director of the Economic and Social Research Council’s Census 
Programme, Keith Dugmore of the Demographics User Group, Peter Lewis and Alison 
Blackwood of the London Voluntary Service Council, elected representatives and officials 
of the City of Westminster and the London Boroughs of Newham and Southwark, officials 
of the Greater London Authority and London Councils, the Census Director and the 
Director of Population, Health and Regional Analysis for the Office for National Statistics 
and its designated Census Champion for London, and the Minister for London, the 
Government Office for London and the Cabinet Office. We are extremely grateful to all 
those who gave written and oral evidence to the inquiry, particularly in view of the tight 
timescales involved. 

16. We held one evidence session in the London Borough of Newham, site of one of the 
Census rehearsals in 2009. We are most grateful to the elected Mayor of Newham, Sir 
Robin Wales, and the staff of the Borough for the arrangements they made to host the 
evidence session held at the Old Town Hall in Stratford. 

17. We are also very grateful for the assistance we have received in our inquiry from 
Matthew Wilkins, a senior analyst at the National Audit Office seconded to assist the 
House Service’s support for the Committee and from the Social and General Statistics 
Section of the House of Commons Department for Information Services. 

Our recommendations 

18. We make this report to the House at the end of a Parliament and shortly before the 
expiry of the Order of the House which has established this Committee. It will be for the 
House of Commons elected at the forthcoming general election to determine what, if any, 
arrangements there should be for select committee scrutiny of the Government’s policies in 
London. 

19. Our report contains several important recommendations for the conduct of the census 
in London, which we address as appropriate to the Minister for the Cabinet Office, the 
Minister for London and the UK Statistics Authority, the non-ministerial department 
responsible to Parliament for the Office for National Statistics. We expect a response to the 

 
11 On 25 June 2009 (HC (2008-09) 742-i) and on 19 November 2009 (HC (2009-10) 10-i). 

12 Office for National Statistics, Special assessment of the 2011 Censuses in the UK: Phase 1: Office for National 
Statistics, the General Register Office for Scotland, and the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency, 
Assessment Report 28, March 2010.  
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report which we have made to the House to be laid before the new House early in the new 
Parliament. Should a successor to our Committee not be appointed at the start of the 
2010 Parliament, we recommend that the Public Administration Select Committee, 
which has a remit to examine the work of the UK Statistics Authority and the Cabinet 
Office, consider the response to the report from the UK Statistics Authority and the 
Government and determine whether any follow-up action is necessary in the run-up to 
the 2011 Census. 
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2 The 2001 Census in London 

• As a national exercise, the 2001 Census was deemed broadly successful. 

• Estimated rates of non-participation in the 2001 Census were disproportionately 
high in London. The average response rate across all London boroughs was 85%, 
compared with 94% nationwide. In Inner London boroughs the estimated 
response rate was 78%. 

• Several London boroughs have told us that they considered the 2001 Census to 
have undercounted the population in several categories considered hard-to-count, 
in particular among ethnic minority groups. 

• There is evidence that the methods used to ensure an accurate count in 2001 were 
not equal to the challenges faced in some inner-city areas. A substantial number of 
these areas were in London boroughs. 

• The ONS acknowledges that London has “pretty much the full set of challenges” 
for preparation of an accurate address register for the 2011 Census. 

Issues arising from the conduct of the 2001 Census 

20. The Statistics Commission, the body which monitored the arrangements made for the 
2001 Census, concluded in its report on the 2001 Census in Westminster that “the 2001 
Census was, in most respects and on the evidence available, a success. It produced robust 
local estimates across most of the UK. But for a relatively small number of areas, 
particularly some inner city ones, there is now evidence that the methods used were not 
equal to the challenges they faced.”13  

21. It is acknowledged that several of the areas identified by the Statistics Commission were 
in London boroughs. The City of Westminster and the London Boroughs of Southwark 
and Wandsworth challenged the outputs from the 2001 Census and eventually secured an 
official revision to the figures reported in each borough.14 Other boroughs argued 
successfully that their populations had been underestimated and secured additional 
funding for borough services as a result.15 

22. Though he acknowledged shortcomings in some local authority areas in his evidence to 
us, Glen Watson, ONS Census Director, argued that the 2001 Census nationally had been 
broadly successful: 

“Most people considered the Census in 2001 to be a success. We counted 49 million 
people and coverage-adjusted—through the Census Coverage Survey—another 3 

 
13 Statistics Commission, Report No. 22, Census and population estimates and The 2001 Census in Westminster: Final 

Report 

14 Ev 93 [Royal Statistical Society] 

15 Ev 68 [Islington Council] 
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million people […] It was in the series of challenges that followed that we adjusted 
the population of 52 million upwards by 0.3 million. So that was very important for 
some local authorities—most notably for Manchester and Westminster—but for the 
vast majority [of local authorities] the results stood, and they still stand, and for a few 
more the results were adjusted by relatively small amounts. I do not want to play 
down the significance of the problems experienced in parts of London, in particular 
Westminster, but I want that context to be understood.”16  

23. While we acknowledge the overall success of the 2001 Census exercise in counting 
the population of England and Wales, it is important not to lose sight of the serious and 
acknowledged issues which arose in counting the population in London. We 
recommend that particular issues with a potentially serious effect on the accuracy of the 
2011 Census in London are properly addressed. 

Under-enumeration in London boroughs  

24. The ONS, in its evidence to us, acknowledged that the most significant likely source of 
error in the 2001 Census in England and Wales was non-response or under-enumeration. 
In 2001, ONS estimates that 6% of the population did not respond to the Census. Although 
only a small non-response rate when compared with national government surveys, this 
non-response rate to a compulsory survey was greater than in 1991, when 4% of the 
population did not respond.  

25. The estimated rates of response in London were disproportionately low as a result of 
the particular challenges facing the Census in London, which we discuss further below. As 
a result of this acknowledged low response rate in London, which was a contributory factor 
in significant undercounting, 2001 was the first Census after which data from a census 
coverage survey was used to adjust the final results to take account of under-coverage.17  

26. The ONS told us that the response rate to the 2001 Census was significantly lower in 
Greater London than in the rest of the country. The average response rate across the whole 
of London was 85%, compared with 94% nationwide.18 This was even lower in certain 
boroughs, especially in the inner city, the lowest of all being Kensington and Chelsea, 
where the 2001 Census response rate was around just 65%.19 Several other inner London 
boroughs also told us that they had significantly lower Census response rates in 2001 than 
the national norm—Westminster had a 74% response rate, and Hackney 72%.20 

Populations counted and not counted by the Census 

27. The Census seeks to count all of those who are “ordinarily resident” on Census night. 
In 2001, it did not count short-term migrants (that is, people who move to a country other 
than that of their usual residence for a period of at least three months but less than twelve 

 
16 Q 125  

17 Ev 57 [Office for National Statistics] 

18 Q 132 

19 Q 133  

20 Q 113 

 



12    London’s population and the 2011 Census 

 

months). Several of the London boroughs which submitted evidence to us suggested that 
one of the flaws of the 2001 Census from their perspective was that it did not count their 
numbers of short-term migrants.21 London is a traditional entry point for the majority of 
new migrants arriving in England and Wales, and its boroughs have disproportionately 
higher numbers of short-term migrants than other parts of the country. London also 
experiences significant short-term population churn through internal migration. 

28.  Several of the London boroughs told us that they considered the 2001 Census to have 
undercounted some of their harder-to-reach ethnic minority groups. Evidence supplied by 
Lambeth, for instance, suggested that the second most important factor associated with a 
higher Census non-response in 2001 was whether households consisted of occupants who 
were of the Black, Asian, Chinese or Mixed ethnic groups.22 Witnesses also expressed 
concern that the 2001 Census had suffered from a low response rate in London boroughs 
because of the inability of enumerators to access all addresses.  

29. The unique make up of London’s population makes it particularly difficult to 
enumerate in a Census. London has a high concentration of those in hard-to-count 
categories. In evidence to the Committee, the ESRC’s Census Study Programme stated that 
“London presents instances of extreme enumeration challenges.”23 Census Director Glen 
Watson acknowledged that “London has pretty much the full set of challenges” for 
preparing an accurate list of residential addresses for use in the Census.24 

30. One recent assessment of hard-to-count categories in the Census lists the following 
groups as particularly difficult to reach via the Census: 

• renting privately; 

• where the occupants are of Black, Asian, Chinese or Mixed ethnic groups; 

• paying part rent/part mortgage; 

• containing a single person; 

• where the average age of the people within the household is between 23 and 29 and 
29 and 34; 

• where the average age of the people within the household is 70 or over; 

• renting from housing associations or the council; 

• where more than two thirds of occupants had a different address one year earlier; 

• living in commercial buildings; 

• in an area with a higher Index of Multiple Deprivation Income score; 

 
21 Q 60  

22 Ev 62 [London Borough of Lambeth]  

23  Ev 103 [ESRC Census Programme] 

24 Q 147 
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• where the average age of the people within the household is between 60 and 69; 

• living in accommodation that is not self-contained; 

• living in a converted or shared house; 

• where the average age of the people within the household is under 23; 

• containing a single parent family; and 

• where more than two thirds of occupants aged between 18 and 29 are students.25 

Consequences for London boroughs of 2001 Census outputs 

• There have often been substantial discrepancies between the official population 
estimates derived from the 2001 Census baseline produced for London boroughs 
and boroughs’ own estimates of their resident populations. 

• Boroughs argue that this lack of precision about the size of their resident 
populations has had a substantial effect on their ability to plan and provide 
resources for the public services they are required to deliver. 

• Evidence suggests that ONS estimates have failed to take into account a 
temporary—and therefore largely uncounted—population. 

Mid-year population estimates 

31. The Committee heard that one of the consequences of the 2001 Census’s inability to 
fully record numbers of short-term migrants and ethnic minorities has been a substantial 
discrepancy between the official population estimates produced for London boroughs, 
derived from the 2001 Census baseline, and boroughs’ own estimates of their actual 
resident populations drawn from a variety of other valid sources of administrative data.  

32. Evidence submitted by the London Borough of by Southwark, for example, suggested 
that ONS estimates had failed to take into account a temporary—and therefore largely 
uncounted—population of some 21,000 residents, an estimate made by a comparison of 
ONS estimates and the number of people known to be registered with GPs in the 
borough.26 Colin Barrow, Leader of Westminster City Council, suggested that his borough 
probably had at least 10,000 residents who had not been not counted because they were 
short-term residents.27 Sir Robin Wales, the elected Mayor of Newham, told us that his 
research commissioned by his borough suggested that around 20,000 people were 
uncounted in Newham.28  

 
25  Nargis Rahman and Shayla Goldring, Modelling Census Household Non-response, Office for National Statistics, 2007, 

cited by the London Borough of Lambeth at Ev 61–62. 

26 Q 73  

27 Q 61  

28 Q 56  
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33. Professor David Martin, Chair of the Census Study Group, told us that one source of 
data for preparation of the mid-year estimates was the International Passenger Survey.29 
This records the movement of people into the country, but does not provide information 
about movements around the country or subsequent departures from the country, and 
cannot therefore be relied upon for an accurate portrayal of population. 

34. The relationship between mid-year estimates and Census outputs highlights the need 
for both sets of figures to be reliable. This issue is in part exacerbated by what Keith 
Dugmore of the Demographic User Group termed the ‘inter-censal drift’,30 that is, the 
accumulated error in population estimates over the period since the last census. Whilst the 
outdating of statistics cannot be easily remedied, the fact that mid-year estimates are 
rebased according to Census figures means it is crucial to have an accurate Census in order 
to validate subsequent figures. 

35. Boroughs argue that this lack of precision about the size of their resident populations 
has had a substantial effect upon their ability to plan and provide resources for the public 
services they are required to deliver, which include education, waste, transport and 
housing. Local authorities such as Hackney, as well as the Greater London Authority and 
the Government Office of London, use population estimates to plan capital investment for 
public services in the short, medium and long term.31  

36. While there is no evidence to suggest that minority communities disproportionately 
use public services, their use of these services introduces a further degree of complexity to 
the considerations of local authorities planning them. Most notably, their use of services 
can often mean that information about them has to be supplied in a range of different 
languages. In Southwark alone, over 100 languages are spoken to the local authority’s 
customer service centre, and 125 languages are catered for in primary schools in 
Hammersmith and Fulham.32  

37. It is also important to note the effect on borough populations of short-term migrants to 
London from within the UK, who are equally difficult to count in official statistics but who 
also consume London borough services.  

Effects on funding and service provision 

38. Many of the London boroughs who provided evidence to the Committee considered 
that their populations had been undercounted at the 2001 Census. Several London 
boroughs had their population estimates reviewed following claims of under-enumeration 
in 2001. While only three (Westminster, Wandsworth and Southwark) had changes made 
to their population estimates as a result, other boroughs such as Islington have received 
some additional funding in recognition of discrepancies between mid-year estimates and 
actual population.33  

 
29 Q 22 

30 Q 20 

31 Ev 78 [London Borough of Hackney]  

32 Q 93; Ev 71 [London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham] 

33 Ev 56 [Office for National Statistics] 
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39. The London Borough of Hounslow has estimated that it had lost around £4.5 million 
between 2005 and 2008 as a result of the use of inaccurate ONS population data by the 
Department for Communities and Local Government.34 This is one example of the 
numerous estimates of underfunding submitted to us in evidence by individual London 
boroughs: there is no official estimate of the total sums in grant which local authorities in 
the capital may have foregone through the application of undercounted population figures 
to grant formulae. 

40. The London Borough of Newham considers that, as a result of the undercount it 
estimates in the 2001 Census, the Borough has subsequently not received, after damping, 
£5.8 million of Formula Grant which it believes it ought to have received by virtue of the 
size of its population. Sir Robin Wales told us that “because all [Newham’s] resources are 
based on that figure and then the mid-year estimates, we have had a decade of 
underfunding based on that poor Census data.”35  

41. Hackney and Newham consider the situation so serious that they do not now rely on 
data from ONS for planning purposes: 

“Hackney Council no longer has sufficient confidence in the ONS population 
statistics to rely on them for most areas of our work, although we are required to use 
them for many purposes.”36 

Newham, Hackney and Ealing now choose to use locally-held data sources such as GP 
registers, school registers and requests for National Insurance numbers to estimate their 
populations. 

42. At least three London boroughs have engaged independent consultants to carry out 
population counts based on administrative data sources, for the purposes of comparison 
against ONS mid-year estimates. Brent, Hackney and Newham have all independently 
engaged Mayhew Associates to conduct studies of their populations in order to provide an 
accurate population count. The studies—which may include some short-term migrants not 
included in mid-year population estimates—found that Hackney’s population had been 
undercounted by 13,515 in the 2007 mid-year estimate and Newham’s by 20,500 in the 
same period.  

43. Dissatisfaction with the accuracy of the outputs from 2001 in London is persistent. The 
High Ethnicity Authorities Special Interest Group (HEASIG), on which many London 
boroughs are represented, believe that the Department for Communities and Local 
Government should acknowledge the imprecise nature of the population data used in 
allocating funding and that those boroughs who can provide evidence of this should 
receive additional funding as a result.37 

44. The representatives of London boroughs who gave evidence to us on 8 February were 
all critical of the perceived deficiencies of present population estimates based on the 2001 

 
34 Ev 143 [London Borough of Hounslow] 

35 Q 56 

36  Ev 79 [London Borough of Hackney] 

37  Ev 91 [Local Government Association’s High Ethnicity Authorities’ Special Interest Group] 
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Census and equally critical of their use by the Department for Communities and Local 
Government for calculating local authority grant allocations. Colin Barrow told us that 
approaches to Ministers on the issue had had no effect, even though it was widely 
acknowledged that more accurate information from administrative data was available.38 Sir 
Robin Wales characterised the position thus: 

“The ONS knows it is nonsense, so it says, “Don’t use these figures.” DCLG knows it 
is nonsense, but says, ‘We have to use these figures, because they’re all we’ve got.’”39 

45. We are concerned to note the lack of confidence some London boroughs have in the 
official mid-year population estimates derived from the 2001 Census, both as a means 
of planning for services and as a basis for funding distribution. It is of substantial 
concern to us that some boroughs have had to commission their own population 
estimates based on administrative data sources for the purposes of planning service 
provision. 

46. The Government is not at present convinced of the value of using administrative data 
for such purposes. While some London boroughs have indicated that GP registrations 
would be a valid source of population data to be included in the process for calculating 
mid-year population estimates, the Cabinet Office sounded caution: 

“Just on GP registrations, for example, one of the problems with those databases is 
that people register with a GP when they move to an area or not. It might be a 
number of months, even years, before they decide to go and register, because often 
people might not go to see a doctor until they are ill. So there are associated problems 
with databases held by London boroughs as well. I think it is a question of 
understanding those.”40 

The Government Office for London claimed not to be aware of the significant concerns 
raised by boroughs on the accuracy of mid-year estimates based on the 2001 Census, 
though they were well aware of concerns raised by boroughs—and London Councils—in 
respect of the changes to the mid-year estimates which had been made as a result of 
changes to the methodology related to migration statistics.41 Chris Hayes, Director of the 
Government Office, told us that “I am not aware of any specific issues that [the boroughs] 
have with recent mid-year population estimates that have updated [the 2001 Census], apart 
from concerns about the extent to which factors such as migration are taken into account  
[...] ”42 

 

 
38 Q 66 

39 Q 65 

40  Q 202 

41 Ev 74 [London Councils] 

42  Q 201  
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3 Preparations for the 2011 Census in 
London 

• The challenges the ONS faces in conducting the 2011 Census could well be 
exacerbated by the fact that the population, particularly in London, is less 
compliant and less likely to respond to surveys than it was 10 years ago. 

• Many London boroughs and the London Council for Voluntary Services are 
concerned that ONS has not allowed sufficient time for adequate preparation to 
engage with the population about the 2011 Census. 

• Many London boroughs have expressed concern about a lack of engagement with 
ONS. 

• ONS and its contractors for the Census would benefit from the specific expertise 
and knowledge of London local authority staff. 

ONS preparations for the 2011 Census 

Increasing response rates 

47. ONS informed us that it was undertaking a range of actions to tackle the risk of a 
reduced rate of response to the 2011 Census: 

“ […] we are putting in place a number of changes to help us address [low response 
rates]. […] They include, briefly: building a high-quality address register to underpin 
the whole operation; questionnaire tracking, so that we know which houses have 
responded and which haven’t, on a daily basis; targeting our non-response follow-up 
effort more intensively and flexibly than before, with three or four times as much 
follow-up effort in London; new questions focused on getting the count right; an 
online option to complete for the first time; notwithstanding some of the concerns 
expressed by local authorities, we have I believe stronger partnership working with 
local authorities than ever before; and outsourcing some of our activities.”43 

Changes to the questionnaire 

48. The Census questionnaire has been expanded to include questions which may help to 
gather more detailed information about the complexity of London’s population.44 This will 
include new questions on national identity and citizenship and new questions on the date 
of entry to the UK and the intended length of stay for in-migrants.  

 
43 Q 125 [Glen Watson] 

44 Draft questionnaire pages have now been published in the Census Regulations 2010 (SI., 2010, No. 532). 
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Changes to those counted 

49. In London, the Census “will cover everyone usually resident in London on Census 
night, with a subset of information also collected from visitors present on Census night”; 
information is also to be collected from “residents in communal establishments and 
individuals or households with no usual or physical address.”45  

50. In 2001, the Census counted persons at their place of residence whether or not they 
were actually present there on Census night, a change in practice from previous Census 
exercises, where persons were counted at the address where they were physically present 
and the numbers of visitors were transferred back to the area of usual residence.46 Reviews 
of the 2001 Census indicated that a failure to attempt to capture visitors, and a lack of 
clarity about where visitors should be recorded, was a factor in the acknowledged 
undercoverage of the 2001 exercise.47 

51. In 2011, therefore, the number of persons ordinarily resident at a dwelling and the 
number of visitors at that property on Census night will be recorded, though visitors will 
also be required to complete a census return at the address they are ordinarily resident 
when they return there, if that date is within six months of Census night.48 

52. We recognise that the inclusion of short term migrants (those resident for between 3 
and 12 months) and those with second homes on the 2011 Census ought to result in future 
Census based population data which better reflects the demand that these elements of the 
population make on central and local government services. We welcome the decision 
explicitly to include short-term migrants and those with second homes in the scope of 
the 2011 Census. We expect these steps to contribute to greater accuracy in the Census 
in London. 

Work to boost response rates 

53. The ONS also assured us that it was working closely with local authorities in an attempt 
to bolster response rates among “hard to count” populations, and was participating in local 
authority and community liaison programmes for this purpose. The rationale for this 
partnership-working was to seek to benefit from the knowledge local authorities have of 
the communities they serve.49  

54. The ONS plans to increase the concentration of staff in London in order to identify and 
then focus on hard-to-count areas.50 Its hope is that, by directly tackling this issue, the level 
of response from these areas will increase.  

 
45 Ev 54 [Office for National Statistics] 

46 Cm 7513, para 3.1 

47 Cm 7513, para 3.2 

48 Cm 7513, para 3.6 

49 Ibid  

50 Q 130 
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Follow-up on non-responders 

55. As in 2001, ONS plans to use the Census Coverage Survey (CCS) to capture data from a 
1% random sample of people after the Census has taken place. This data is then used to 
impute into Census outputs information about those who did not participate in the 
Census. We heard concerns that, because of the complexity of London’s population, the 
CCS methodology would not robust enough for this purpose, but Census Director Glen 
Watson was confident that the 2011 CCS would be up to the task:  

“It will be random but stratified to the hardness to count, if you see what I mean, so 
there will be more effort where it is most needed. [The CCS field force] job is to find 
every single property, household and address in that area and to try and elicit a 
response from them. It is rather different. It is a doorstep interview with just a few 
simple questions. It is not a full Census questionnaire. The results from that are then 
matched against the Census so that we know who was counted in the Census but not 
the coverage survey, who was counted in the coverage survey but not the Census, 
and who was missed in both. We then use some statistical processes to make 
estimates of the numbers that were missed and that will need imputing…We then 
have some other processes to try and fill in the rest of the gaps.”51 

56. The ONS are confident that by improving the enumeration rate for the Census in 
London there would be less need to rely on the CCS: 

“There are two issues, really, in making a good quality population estimate for a local 
authority. First, it is bad news from a population estimates point of view if we get 
very significant deviations in response rates between different local authorities. 
Where Glen [Watson] says that we are focusing on the hard-to-count areas, the 
difficult areas, it is absolutely the right thing to do in terms of getting the sort of 
population estimates we need to underpin resource allocation. So that is the first 
thing: the higher we can get those, the better.  

The second thing we do is the CCS. That is independent of the main Census, but the 
higher we can get those response rates the better, because it implies that you can do 
adjustments and reconcile the data better afterwards.”52 

A National Address Register 

57. In order to have a more sophisticated understanding of the population which it needs 
to reach, to support the 2011 Census the ONS is creating an up-to-date National Address 
Register with information drawn from data held by the Ordnance Survey, the Royal Mail 
and local authorities. The need for a high-quality and up-to-date address register was 
highlighted by a number of independent reviews of the 2001 Census by a range of bodies 
including the Treasury Select Committee, the National Audit Office, the Statistics 
Commission, the Committee of Public Accounts, and the Local Government Association.53  

 
51 Q 134  

52 Q 135 [Guy Goodwin] 

53 Ev 56 [Office for National Statistics] 
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58. Attempts by local authorities to access this list in order to readily identify relevant areas 
has been hampered by the fact that the individual intellectual property rights in elements of 
the address list belong to Ordnance Survey and Royal Mail, not ONS. This issue is 
discussed at greater length below. 

Better imputation 

59. Significant criticisms were made of the imputation methods used in certain under-
enumerated areas in the 2001 Census: the Statistics Commission, which audited the 
outcome of the 2011 Census, found that the One Number Census methodology used for 
imputation in 2001 “may have a tendency to work imperfectly in the most hard-to-count 
areas such as Westminster, and did so in 2001.”54 Glen Watson told us that there had been 
changes to the imputation methodology following results of the Census Coverage Survey: 

“We have made some changes to the way the coverage adjustment process will work; 
for example, stratifying the sample so that more effort goes to the areas where it is 
needed most is new. We also plan to hold back some of the CCS sample, because we 
acknowledge that we do not yet know—and we won’t know until the responses start 
coming in from the main Census—where it is needed fully. So we are holding some 
back to allocate it later in real time as the operation is going on. We have also made 
some changes, which are quite technical, to the way the imputation is actually going 
to work and the way the gaps are going to be filled in.” 

Review of outputs before publication 

60. ONS told us that the draft outputs of the 2011 Census would be reviewed against other 
population data and, if necessary, revised before release: 

“The goals for 2011 are to maximise the overall level of quality of data and to 
minimise the differences in quality between areas. ONS has developed a quality 
assurance strategy for investigating and, if necessary, adjusting the results before final 
release of output. This will involve validation with data from other sources to ensure 
that outputs for areas from the national to the local level, and for specified 
population sub-groups, have acceptable levels of accuracy.”55 

61. We welcome the commitment of ONS to discuss its proposed outputs from the 2011 
Census with local authorities before publication, and to revise them if necessary. We 
consider this to be a potentially significant step forward in meeting the concerns of 
London boroughs about the accuracy of Census outputs. Noting the lengthy process 
which resulted in the adjustment of Westminster’s 2001 Census outputs, we 
recommend that any discussions over the outputs of the 2011 Census in London be 
resolved speedily and fairly. 

 
54 Statistics Commission, Report No. 22, Census and population estimates and The 2001 Census in Westminster: Final 

Report 

55 Ev 57 [Office for National Statistics] 
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Public engagement 

62. Census Director Glen Watson told the Committee that he recognised the problems 
with apathy amongst the public but believes that this could be tackled, and consequently 
the enumeration rate improved, in 2011 through targeted engagement.  

63. In their oral evidence, the ONS spoke of their specific plans for engagement: 

“One example would be the local authority partnership plan that we will put in place 
with each London borough and local authority in the country. That will map out the 
detail of how we are going to do this local community engagement. The partnership 
plan will be constructed by the area managers, when they are in place, who will work 
very closely with the community advisers. For example, we are going to employ over 
50 community advisers, half of whom, I think, will be in London. They will focus on 
providing dedicated support to the various ethnic groups that we think are going to 
be most challenging in terms of numbers and getting the response up—for example, 
Black Caribbean, Indian, Bangladeshi, Chinese and so on. Those community 
advisers will work with a whole host of local groups on the ground with the area 
managers and will map out events, communications, talks and community support 
for the Census. 

A lot of the discussion we have had so far has been operating at a higher national 
level. We’ve had many offers of support from different religious groups—for 
example, to provide access to temples and mosques come Census day or to provide 
help points and advice centres for people in their communities. There is a lot of good 
will, and work has gone on nationally to gain traction on the ground. We need this 
field force out there and we need these community advisers in place. As I say, that 
will come later this year.”56 

After 2011: better migration statistics 

64. ONS also recognises that the production of population estimates requires effective 
cross-government working and in consequence has launched the Migration Statistics 
Improvement programme. This includes the use of a greater range of administrative and 
other data to improve migration and population data. The first stage of this programme is 
due for completion in May 2010. ONS told us that it had, as part of this exercise, already 
engaged with various stakeholders, including experts from London.57 

65. We acknowledge the significant efforts made by the Office for National Statistics to 
learn from the outcomes of the 2001 Census, both in London and nationwide, and note 
with approval the changes which the ONS has made to its methodology and its practical 
arrangements in order to achieve as accurate a Census as possible in 2011. 

66. Welcome as these changes are, it is entirely likely that issues not encountered in 
2001 will arise during the preparations for, conduct of and aftermath of the 2011 

 
56 Q 149 

57 Ev 60 [Office for National Statistics] 
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Census, both in London and elsewhere. We expect ONS to have in place systems to 
recognise and respond to any fresh risks and challenges as they arise. 

Outstanding issues 

• Boroughs which gave evidence to us were not confident that the imputation 
methods to be used in 2011 would sufficiently reflect the complexity of their 
populations or the transformations in London communities over the past decade. 

• The London Borough of Newham told us that the area of the borough which had 
the highest concentration of ‘hard to count’ characteristics was not included in the 
Census rehearsal exercise. 

• Witnesses have expressed concern about the validity of data used in mid-year 
estimates. 

• Many of the boroughs which gave evidence to us remain unconvinced that the 
ONS has done enough to prevent a repeat in 2011 of the mistakes made in the 2001 
Census. 

 

67. Despite the assurances which the ONS gave this Committee about the measures it is 
taking to avoid the mistakes of 2001, we have heard several concerns from London 
boroughs about the arrangements for the 2011 Census. Most notably, several boroughs are 
not confident that the new imputation methods would sufficiently reflect the complexity of 
their populations, or the transformations which have occurred in London’s communities 
over the past decade. Boroughs have also expressed frustration with a perceived lack of 
engagement with them on the part of ONS in its redesigning of its imputation methods.58  

68. The challenges faced by the ONS in conducting the 2011 Census could well be 
exacerbated by the fact, acknowledged by Census Director Glen Watson, that the 
population today is less compliant and less likely to respond to surveys than it was 10 years 
ago.59 The Demographics User Group, in its evidence to us, also suggested that “the entire 
statistical landscape is changing” and believed the ONS should respond accordingly.60  

Local authority engagement 

69. ONS has designated Regional Census Champions “to act as a channel of 
communication between local authorities and the ONS.”61 London’s Census Champion is 
the Chief Executive of Lewisham Council, Barry Quirk, who is well aware of the particular 
challenges facing the Census in London. When he appeared before the Committee, he 
highlighted these concerns:  

 
58 Q 57  

59 Q 125 

60 Ev 81 [Demographics User Group] 

61 Q 178 
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“I would certainly like to discuss at some date the methodology in relation to that. I 
have to say that there are four separate strands of work between local authorities and 
ONS on this. The first is in relation to the reliability and consistency of the address 
register in the first place. With that, there’s the development control dimension. The 
second is in relation to electoral registration, because we have lots of experience of 
that, and the differential response on that as well. We are going to be advising Capita 
and giving it the information about recruitment. The third is this methodology issue, 
which is a corporate research and intelligence issue, which feeds into the fourth, 
which is finance and the distribution of resources subsequently.  

I would say that this is, at the moment, the third-order issue. The first-order issue 
that we’re dealing with is whether we’ve got the right registers. Are we making sure 
that we, in local government, are getting the information properly? To what extent 
are we making sure that all our best efforts are put in place so that we get the best 
response we can? The methodological issues are obviously something that will come 
at some stage, and we will have concerns about them.”62 

70. The level of communication between London local authorities and ONS, via the 
Census Champion or otherwise, remains unclear. Many London boroughs have expressed 
their concerns to the Committee about a lack of engagement with ONS in its preparations 
for the Census in London. Barry Quirk himself stressed to us that, as Census Champion for 
London, he was only one channel of communication among many.  

71. In particular, boroughs are concerned that they have not been engaged with by ONS 
with regard to the address register. For example, boroughs complain that they are not 
being given sufficient access to the register so that they can check it against locally held 
data. Where boroughs have brought anomalies in the address register to the attention of 
the ONS they then hear nothing further about this information. Boroughs believe that if 
the ONS were to engage with them more fully they could share their wealth of experience, 
particularly with regard to the annual update of the electoral register. 

72. Boroughs have also expressed significant concerns over ONS’s willingness to discuss 
with them the methodology it plans to use for calculating and imputing outputs from the 
Census. The London Borough of Southwark, for example, would welcome discussion of 
imputation methodology on the basis of the local knowledge it has about its resident 
population. 

73. The London Borough of Lambeth has suggested that greater efforts should be co-
ordinated where boroughs share similar enumeration problems: 

“However, there are several London boroughs with similar enumeration issues to 
Lambeth, and we would welcome a co-ordinated approach to this from ONS.”63 

We recommend that ONS co-ordinate its approach to tackling issues of under-
enumeration across those London boroughs where similar issues have been identified. 

 
62 Q 137 

63 Ev 72 [London Borough of Lambeth] 
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Public engagement 

74. ONS told us that as early ago as 2006 it had begun to develop its Census Community 
Liaison Programme for 2011, with specific objectives to “encourage participation in the 
Census by publicising the Census and explaining its use and value; help provide a potential 
source of field staff; and provide help and guidance to local communities and individual 
members of the public.”64 It cited a number of London-based organisations it had already 
engaged with, such as the Polish Social and Cultural Association, the Federation of Irish 
Societies and Race On The Agenda (ROTA).65 

75. Many of the local authorities that the Committee received evidence from were 
nevertheless concerned that the ONS have not allowed sufficient time to adequately 
prepare for engaging with people. This indicates to us that the Community Liaison 
Programme may have had limited impact to date.  

76. The London Voluntary Services Council (LVSC) acts as an umbrella group for around 
60,000 organisations within London, thereby representing a significant proportion of the 
city’s voluntary workers. We were concerned to hear from LVSC’s Director, Peter Lewis, 
that they had, when they gave evidence to us on 1 February, received no contact from the 
ONS: 

“Unfortunately we’ve not heard from it [the ONS] at all and we are not aware of the 
work it is doing in London, although we haven’t had much time to reach out and ask 
many organisations. Those we have asked have not had any engagement with it as 
yet.”66 

77. Mr Lewis cited evidence from the Audit Commission that voluntary sector support is 
essential in connecting public service initiatives with disengaged groups.67 He doubted 
whether, given an apparent lack of communication and time, sufficient approaches to 
disengaged communities could be made to have a positive effect on Census response 
rates.68 

78. Happily, LCVS have now been contacted by ONS, as Glen Watson told us on 22 
February: 

“I’m very interested in having some discussions with the London Voluntary Service 
Council and other bodies like it across London. There is still some more that we can 
do there. A good outcome of this Committee was that I read the evidence that 
colleagues gave. We have already contacted them; we have already followed up on 
that first hearing.”69 

 
64 Ev 58 [Office for National Statistics] 

65 Ibid. 
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79. We welcome the approach made by the Office for National Statistics to the London 
Voluntary Service Council to seek dialogue on improving participation rates in the 
Census. We are nevertheless concerned that a programme of community engagement 
apparently initiated in 2006 had failed to contact a prominent body representing the 
voluntary sector in London until February 2010. We recommend that ONS take 
immediate steps to review and intensify its work with the voluntary sector in the run up 
to March 2011. 

80. ONS intends to address concerns over arrangements to verify migrant data by 
producing a ‘local authority partnership plan’, outlining details for a stronger engagement 
between the local authority and community.70 Boroughs are also planning collaborations 
with local community and faith groups, in the hope of engaging those communities who 
have previously recorded a low response rate to the Census71. However, community groups 
have raised concerns about the short window of time available to forge links with 
disengaged communities. 

81. Time to make adequate preparations for meaningful community engagement in the 
2011 Census exercise is running worryingly short. We encourage ONS to build on its 
existing contacts and to accelerate its plans for community engagement through the 
voluntary sector in the run-up to April 2011. 

Testing and rehearsing the Census in London 

The October 2009 rehearsal in Newham 

82. In the run up to the 2011 Census ONS has carried out a number of practice exercises. 
Two of these have been in London: a census test was held in Camden in 2007 and a census 
rehearsal was held in Newham in October 2009.  

83. The Newham rehearsal addressed a sample group of 38,850. Although no official 
figures are available from the rehearsal, Newham council have estimated the response rate 
at 23%, which the Borough considers to be worryingly low. ONS has unofficially estimated 
the response rate at 28%.72 

84. In part, the purpose of this rehearsal was to practice the operation of the 2011 Census’s 
various data processing systems. We heard from Damian Highwood, Westminster City 
Council’s Analysis Manager, that Westminster had been keen to be used as a test area for 
the Census because of the problems it had faced in 2001. However, ONS did not ask 
Westminster to participate in the rehearsal, and as a result they remained concerned that in 
the 2011 Census “the sort of properties that will be counted are those with very simple 
household structures, and those that are missing will be quite complex and large household 
structures.”73 

 
70 Qq 66 and 149 

71 For example, the London Borough of Hackney [Ev  79] 

72 Q 139 [Glen Watson] 

73 Q57 [Damian Highwood] 
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85. We also heard from Michelle von Ahn, Senior Demographic Adviser at the London 
Borough of Newham, that the parts of the borough selected for the rehearsal were not 
necessarily those which contained populations which were the hardest to reach and would 
provide the most rigorous testing of the Census’s imputation methods. Indeed, according 
to Ms von Ahn, having supplied the ONS with maps and details of the whereabouts of 
Newham’s hardest-to reach groups, the borough’s statisticians had been surprised that “the 
area that came out high in all those characteristics was avoided in the Census rehearsal, an 
area that we thought would have been quite a useful means of focusing on how well the 
Census could be conducted.”74 

86. Newham believes that the low turnout can be attributed to the failure to use 
enumerators with local knowledge to carry out the Census. However, ONS suggested that 
rehearsal turn out is often low, noting that turnout in rehearsals prior to the 2001 Census 
was around 30%, and that a far better rate of return had been secured in its rehearsal of 
post-Census coverage surveys: 

“You have to consider that the Newham rehearsal was a voluntary exercise. It’s quite 
usual in census tests and rehearsals to get fairly low response rates, particularly in 
inner-city areas, when all you can say to people is, “This is a voluntary exercise. We 
would be grateful if you could help us with it. It is important for helping us get our 
processes right for 2011.” The first question is, “Do I have to?” “No, you don’t.” 
“Well, I won’t bother then.” That’s quite a commonly held view, which is confirmed 
by some of the analysis of reasons for non-response that we did after the Newham 
rehearsal.  

Interestingly, the final rehearsal response rate for Newham was about 27 or 28%. 
Across all rehearsal areas, the response rate just tipped 40%. That is lower than 
previous tests and rehearsals, which echoes the point that I was making right at the 
start: we acknowledge that the climate is getting difficult. What was slightly more 
encouraging was that the response rate for the rehearsal of the Census coverage 
survey, which, as I have said, is very different because it is just a quick knock on the 
door, a few quick questions and off you go again, was in the high 70s. It was 70% or 
72%, I think, in Newham. People will respond either if it is quick and they can do it 
on the doorstep, or if they have to. I’m quite confident that the low response rates in 
Newham will be considerably higher come 2011.”75 

Issues on the mechanics of the Census 

The National Address Register 

87. We are encouraged by the development of a national address register for the 2011 
Census. Such a register is vital for a successful Census in London. 

88. ONS believes that the creation of the address register is “progressing well”: nationally, 
216,000 anomalies in the register have now been identified and passed to local authorities 
for resolution, and a similar number had been sent to the Royal Mail. 46,000 of the 

 
74 Ibid  
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anomalies between the address register and local authority databases, approximately 21%, 
arose in London boroughs, and as of early March all but four boroughs had examined the 
anomalies and returned corrections. 51,444 anomalies between the draft register and the 
Royal Mail address database had been identified in respect of addresses in London 
boroughs, and the ONS estimates that approximately 80% of these anomalies have also 
been resolved. 

89. The accuracy of an address list in London is difficult to maintain for a number of 
reasons: there are many houses in multiple occupation, and properties are often subdivided 
without formal notification being given. During the Census rehearsal in Newham, 1267 
new addresses were found.76 Some London boroughs fear that their local knowledge is not 
being fully utilised in the preparation of the register, in particular with respect to the 
construction of new properties. It seems to us odd that the creation of a national address 
database should not seek to take all available information into account.  

90. We note the work which ONS has already done to check and resolve conflicts 
between the draft register and local authority and Post Office databases. It is 
nevertheless important not to underestimate the challenges of maintaining an accurate 
register of addresses for London in the months which remain before Census night. We 
encourage ONS and London boroughs to maintain and increase present levels of 
collaboration, in order to ensure that the address register produced for London is as 
accurate as possible. 

91. We understand that the address register will not be maintained in its present form after 
2011, despite the substantial time and effort which has gone into establishing and updating 
it. Shaun Flanagan of the Cabinet Office told us that when ONS negotiated the contract 
with the Royal Mail, Ordnance Survey and the Local Government Information House to 
provide data for the register, a condition of the agreement was that the register would not 
be re-used, but that any improvements to the data would be fed back to the three 
providers.77  

92. The Chair of the UK Statistics Authority has already written to Ministers to make the 
case for the national register to be maintained beyond 2011.78 The Minister for London 
told us that negotiations on the future use of the register were ongoing: “there is no dispute 
about the importance and benefits of resolving this.”79 That view was echoed by Keith 
Dugmore of the Demographics User Group, who described it as a “golden opportunity to 
produce a definitive national address register and to keep it going”.80 We were nevertheless 

 
76 Q80 [Sir Robin Wales] 

77 Q 207 

78 Letter of 8 July 2009 from Sir Michael Scholar KCB to Rt Hon John Healey MP, Minister of State for Housing, 
Department for Communities and Local Government, available at www.statisticsauthority.gov.uk/reports-
correspondence/index.html . Dr Tony Wright MP, Chairman of the Public Administration Select Committee, and 
Councillor Ian Swithenbank CBE, Chairman of the LGA Group’s Improvement and Development Agency for Local 
Government, have also written to the Minister in similar terms.  
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disheartened to receive no clear answer from the Government on the issue of lead 
responsibility for negotiating an agreement.81  

93. An accurate and well-maintained national address register is an invaluable tool for 
the 2011 Census, and will be vital for any future exercises to quantify London’s 
population. We find it barely credible that the address register developed for the 2011 
Census at substantial effort and expense is to be abandoned following the Census for 
reasons connected to the ownership of the intellectual property.  

94. We concur with the UK Statistics Authority in recommending that the address 
register prepared for the 2011 Census be maintained as a public resource. We 
recommend that the Government urgently seek to resolve any outstanding issues with 
the maintenance of the register after April 2011, and to provide sufficient resources for 
its continued maintenance and development. 

Trust and participation  

95. One significant challenge to the goal of reaching a high enumeration rate in the 2011 
Census in London is the attitude of the public to participation in the Census. Professor 
David Martin of the Royal Statistical Society and the ESRC Census Programme told us that 

We see the response rate to official surveys declining by a small amount year on year, 
which would imply that the public are becoming less willing to take part in official 
information-gathering activity. Also the research suggests that people think the 
Government already know lots of this stuff and query why they are asking them.82 

96. Tony Travers identified trust in the Census process as a key issue which the Office for 
National Statistics should focus on in the period leading up to Census night: 

“[We should be concentrating on] anything that can be done to promulgate the idea 
that whoever you are and wherever you live, the more you sign up, the better it is for 
your area. We should create a sort of civil sense that it is good for everybody, whether 
it requires celebrities to promote it or whatever.”83 

97. Concerns over confidentiality of data and data-sharing within Government are at the 
forefront of the public consciousness in a manner perhaps not envisaged a decade ago. 
Londoners are far more aware of the capacity of Government bodies to share the data they 
hold on citizens between them. No matter how robust the procedural and legislative 
safeguards in place to prevent inappropriate and unauthorised data sharing, issues of trust 
and data security are bound to be raised during the run-up to the Census and on Census 
night.  

 
81 Shaun Flanagan (Q 211) suggested that the Department for Communities and Local Government had lead 

responsibility for determining the issue. The Government’s Advisory Panel on Public Sector Information (APPSI), in its 
submission to DCLG’s consultation on policy options for geographic review from Ordnance Survey, has indicated 
that lead responsibility for resolving the issue has now passed to the Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs: response dated 9 March 2010 on www.appsi.gov.uk . 
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98. We well understand the purpose of the Census, the independence from Government of 
the UK Statistics Authority and the Office for National Statistics and the scrupulous 
safeguards which are in place to prevent data sharing and the disclosure of personal data. 
Others, for any number of reasons, may not: some, for example, may fear that accurate 
completion of a Census return will result in data being passed on to other central and local 
government departments and agencies, prompting reviews of benefit status or eligibility for 
council tax discounts.  

99. The purpose of the Census, and the use to which the information will be put, may need 
careful explanation to those resident in London who have fled repressive regimes or who 
are in communities with no tradition of engagement with the authorities to provide 
information of this nature. Colin Barrow, Leader of Westminster City Council, suggested 
that certain migrant groups may, because of their countries of origin, have an 
understandable inherent suspicion of providing information about themselves and their 
families to authorities: 

“Then there is fear of authority—a lot of people come here because they don’t like 
where they’ve been, and it’s authority that is the reason why they don’t like where 
they’ve been; lack of cultural understanding—some countries have no tradition of 
Census, engaging with authorities and getting involved in all that, and I am briefed 
that Somalia is one such.”84 

100. A crucial element of the Census exercise is the confidentiality of the personal data 
collected. We are satisfied that the arrangements ONS has put in place for maintaining the 
confidentiality of the information gathered in the Census are robust. We recommend that 
ONS and local authority campaigns urging participation in the Census emphasise not 
only its confidential nature but also the impact that non-completion or under-
completion of Census returns can have on local authority funding and ultimately on 
local provision of services. 

Delivery and collection of Census forms in London 

101. ONS has indicated that the majority of Census forms will be posted out to addresses 
on the address register under contract with Royal Mail. Decisions on whether to post out 
or to hand-deliver forms will be made will be determined by a number of factors, including  

• confidence in the accuracy of the address list in any given area; 

• the proportion of known, or suspected, multi-occupied properties in the area; and 

• concentrations of large households.85 

102. In areas which are to receive Census forms through the post, ONS plans delivery to 
take place in the working week of Monday 14 March, thirteen days before Census day, 
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giving a week as contingency to resolve any issues, and giving time to receive feedback on 
and to investigate addresses missed and any undelivered questionnaires.86 

103. In areas selected for hand delivery of forms, delivery will take place between 15 and 
seven days before Census Day, which ONS says will leave a six-day contingency period for 
resolving any local delivery problems. Up to three attempts to make contact and deliver the 
Census questionnaire packs will be made at each household address, after which field staff 
plan to put the pack through the letterbox if no contact is achieved. Any apparently vacant 
properties will be recorded.87 

104. ONS told us that the accurate delivery of Census forms would be underpinned by the 
new national address register, and that a real-time form-tracking system would assist in 
following up any non-response.88 For the first time in a decennial Census, the option of 
online response to the questionnaire is also available. 

105. Professor David Martin explained to us the rationale behind the decision to post out 
the Census forms to the majority of the country: 

“[…] Fundamentally the 2001 Census seemed to work very well in most parts of the 
country. What happens, therefore, is that the model of sending an enumerator to 
knock on the door of a lot of essentially compliant and reasonably easy to enumerate 
areas is an extremely expensive way of conducting a census. The rationale, which I 
think is sound, is that sending forms postally to the majority of the country, and 
needing a relatively light follow-up in order to get a good response, releases much 
more resource to concentrate on the really difficult areas, in which London is so 
rich.”89 

106. Census Director Glen Watson told us that the allocation of resources to hand-delivery 
and follow-up on collection of Census forms in London and elsewhere was being prepared 
on the basis of models which took account of the experience of 2001 and which drew data 
from other sources. Although final allocations had not yet been made, he expected that in 
London, where approximately 12.5% of the addresses to be reached in the Census are, 27% 
of the 155 area managers for England and Wales would be deployed, and 20% of the 28 to 
29,000 Census collectors would be in operation.90 

107. He indicated some of the methods used by ONS in determining how to allocate 
resources to checking addresses on the new address register and following up to collect 
Census forms: 

“For targeting the address check […] we do look, primarily, at where there are 
mismatches between the different address sources. As it turns out, those mismatches 
are often clumped around areas with high levels of flat conversions, high levels of 
students, high intermingled mixes of commercial and residential properties, new 
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developments—that sort of thing. These are important factors in deciding where 
we’re going to do the address checking. They are contributory factors in deciding 
where we’re going to need to put our follow-up effort in chasing non-response.”91 

108. London boroughs and the GLA are increasingly concerned that these final allocations, 
and the detailed plans for how ONS intends to undertake delivery and collection of forms 
in London, have not yet been released: these are considered crucial to the success of the 
Census in hard-to-count areas in the boroughs.  

109. The difficulty of making contact with Census respondents in hard-to-count areas in 
London was repeatedly drawn out in the evidence we received. London has far more 
homes than any other part of the country where it can be difficult for enumerators to gain 
access. These include large blocks of flats, houses of multiple occupation, and properties 
which have only recently been constructed and therefore may not feature on maps. John 
Hollis of the GLA told us that in his view hand delivery of Census forms had to be 
concentrated on areas of London with high numbers of hard-to-reach properties, such as 
houses in multiple occupation.92 

110. Colin Barrow, Leader of Westminster Council, explained how certain residences can 
be difficult to access, and how this difficulty can be exacerbated when the residents are also 
not used to dealing with the authorities collecting personal information: 

“It isn’t door knocking at all; it’s entry phone pressing. If you visualise for a moment 
what it is like when you are in a three-bedroom semi and someone knocks on the 
door, the immediate instinct is to open it. But if you are in a block of flats in a 
difficult environment and there is a buzzer with somebody with some official-
sounding gobbledygook on the phone and you do not understand it, because it is not 
your first language and the entry phone does not work very well and crackles a lot, 
you hang up and that’s it—the person does not get any further. They do not get 
further with the guy next door either. Some 85% of our properties in Westminster 
are like that.”93 

111. Councillor Tim McNally, Southwark Council’s executive member for resources, told 
us that 

The vast majority of our borough is difficult to count. To relate it to electoral 
registration, for example, when we post it out, we get a 25% response. When we go 
out on foot, we get up to 90%. That is the difference. The posting route just doesn’t 
work for us in Southwark.94 

112. Eileen Howes of the Greater London Authority highlighted the lack of information 
from ONS on the resource it planned to devote to hard-to-count areas of London: 
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“[…] At this stage, we do not know how [ONS] will focus on the hard-to-count 
areas. We are concerned about the local people being employed. We hear that 5% of 
areas will be hand-delivered, and then we hear that it might be lower. We are left in 
the situation where we do not know how they will deal with the hard-to-count 
areas.”95 

113. Professor Martin, of the ESRC Census Study Programme, was concerned that, 
although the preparation of address lists was a dynamic process, ONS was now leaving it 
late to determine the detailed plan for delivery of Census forms: 

“[…] What we would really love to see now is the detailed plan for which areas are 
being targeted for hand delivery. That may be—should be—the thing that makes it 
work … I am now of the opinion that this is getting late. If you asked that question 
even a few months ago, I would have said no. There is no point checking address lists 
and doing detailed planning for something that you know is a very dynamic process. 
It has got to be done quite late to be right. The lists exist—it is not that ONS do not 
have the lists—but the question is doing the checking and getting it back in the time 
scale for full delivery.”96 

114. Keith Dugmore of the Demographics User Group was similarly keen to see the 
delivery plan: “my feeling would be that a great deal of effort and budget ought to be put in 
London to try to get the response rates above 90%.”97 

115. Glen Watson recognised the significant logistical difficulties which faced the Census 
in London boroughs in actually making contact with residents: “I don’t disagree that it will 
be very challenging … the biggest difficulty is the initial contact.”98 He was nevertheless 
cautious on committing too much of the resource allocated to the 2011 Census to London: 

“ … I have a limited budget. I am responsible for conducting a Census in the whole 
country, not only in London, so I have to do a good job everywhere. I don’t think it 
would be good use of money to put all of the resource into London and nothing 
anywhere else to try to get the London response rates up to the levels that we find 
elsewhere. There might be a point where you’d get diminishing returns. By the time 
you’ve knocked on a door or tried to remind a household for the 10th or 12th time, 
you’re fighting a losing battle. That is why some of the other mechanisms that we 
have in place are important.”99 

116. The level of resource which ONS is prepared to allocate to hand-delivery and 
collection of Census forms in London boroughs is one key to the success of the Census in 
London. We recognise the balance which must be struck between ensuring a high 
response rate to the Census in London and ensuring that the Census operation for 
England and Wales as a whole is properly resourced. It is nevertheless crucial that, 
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given the challenges facing the Census in London, the proportion of Census staff 
allocated to enumeration in London is adequate to the task. 

117. We are concerned to note that ONS has not yet published its detailed plans for areas 
which have been selected for hand-delivery of Census forms. These plans should be a 
principal element in the strategy to deliver a successful census in London, but their value 
will be diminished if they are not shared with other stakeholders—such as London 
boroughs and, indeed, London Members of Parliament—who have a detailed knowledge of 
the areas concerned and are aware of the difficulties encountered in getting to the front 
doors of certain properties. We recommend that ONS publish for discussion, as soon as 
is practicable, its detailed plans for hand-delivery of Census forms in London, and 
engage London boroughs and other stakeholders in dialogue about the most effective 
ways to ensure that Census forms can be delivered and collected in hard-to-count areas 
of the capital. 

Recruitment and training of Census staff 

118. ONS plans to employ some 35,000 temporary staff across England and Wales to 
support the 2011 Census. The contract to recruit and train Census staff was awarded to 
Capita in March 2009. 

119. Many witnesses who gave us evidence expressed concern over the decision to provide 
centralised recruitment and training, fearing that those recruited centrally would not 
receive training adapted for the area that they were enumerating, and would not have 
sufficient knowledge of localities where they would be expected to deliver and collect 
forms. 

120. Representatives of the boroughs who gave oral evidence to us on 8 March had been 
keen to encourage ONS to second local authority staff to work with the Census field force 
in the run-up to Census night, but had not received a positive response from ONS: “ONS 
has given a list of reasons why it would be too difficult to put into its arrangements the 
secondment of local authority staff to the Census enumeration process.”100 

121. Glen Watson was confident that by running a recruitment campaign across England 
and Wales, recruitment of people in each locality would present no difficulties: 

“Capita recruits the people for us even though they are ONS employees. Our 
contract with Capita makes it clear that we expect the ethnic mix of the workforce to 
reflect the ethnic population from which the workforce is drawn. Expectations are 
written into the contract, and quality impact assessments will be done to make sure 
that the processes will deliver what we want.”101  

On the local recruitment side, I have read and heard a lot of concerns about the local 
recruitment in Newham. All I would say is, come 2011, we will be recruiting 
everywhere. We will not be faced with the problems of having a select number of jobs 
advertised with people from all around London interested in applying, because we 
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will be advertising jobs everywhere, so, naturally, there will be a much stronger local 
element.102 

122. Eileen Howes of the GLA, who had worked in the field for the last three Censuses, told 
us she had been monitoring the Capita website advertising Census jobs which are currently 
available, for instance in checking the address register, to track the London boroughs 
where jobs had been advertised. She was not impressed: 

“If you look at the Capita website advertising these jobs, most of east London was 
listed under the East of England region, not under London at all: Ilford, Barking, 
Dagenham, parts of Newham—not all of it. I had previous enumerators from 2001 
coming round looking for where the jobs in Ilford, which is where I worked, were 
advertised. They were advertised under the East of England region. When they 
phoned the website, they were told Ilford was with Uttlesford in Essex. Actually, it’s 
not; it’s a different place called Redbridge. It’s a complete disaster in terms of 
employing local people because local people in east London want to apply and they 
can’t find the jobs. It doesn’t bode well for employment of collectors and 
enumerators.103 

[Capita] said they would look at it. Some of east London was then moved back but 
not all of it. Then a lot of Berkshire appeared in London. So Reading is in London … 
You will never get local people employed [in London] if the jobs are advertised under 
the East of England region, because people will not look there. That is an example of 
things that are likely to go wrong if you don’t employ local people.”104 

123. In his evidence to us, Professor David Martin argued that rather than local 
geographical knowledge, the most important tool for a successful Census was cultural 
understanding: 

“I don’t think [local knowledge] is essential, and this is very much a personal view of 
the process, rather than something on which there is a big body of research. It is not 
essential that somebody knows the neighbourhood in the sense of knowing the 
streets, because the work being done on the preparing, mapping and address-
checking in a sense provides a uniform information base to enumerators. However, 
it is probably very important that the enumerators are people who are acceptable to 
the community being enumerated. 

If the enumerator is going to be doing door-to-door visits, they should be someone 
who understands the community on whose doors they will be knocking. That is not 
a sense of knowing which street is round the corner, or where the back flat is, but is 
much more to do with understanding what languages they may encounter and what 
kind of cultural objections to the Census there may be in that local neighbourhood, 
because those with that understanding are much more likely to be successful at the 

 
102 Q 182 

103 Q 107 

104 Q 108 

 



London’s population and the 2011 Census    35 

door. That is borne out by all the large surveys and the way in which survey field 
forces are deployed.”105 

124. Eileen Howes also indicated that, from her experience in a previous Census, cultural 
understanding was crucial to achieving good enumeration results: 

“We had particular streets where there were largely Muslim families and they would 
only open the door to someone who was or who looked like a Muslim. We just 
picked the right enumerator and sent them down and they got all the forms back. 
There was no problem. It was a fear of opening the door to people who did not look 
like them or looked like white men in suits, for example. You need the flexibility in 
the street in London to send the right people round. We are missing out on that at 
the moment.”106 

125. Census Director Glen Watson believed that the training to be given to the Census field 
force would be adequate to enable enumerators to deal with several of the challenges to be 
encountered in London: 

“Training packages of e-learning, DVD and classroom-based training will pull 
together the field force and take it through the steps and processes. They will include 
something about the barriers and difficulties that might be expected in the areas. I 
have done that training. It is very good. It includes role play for dealing with 
someone who cannot speak the language. It includes role play for dealing with 
entryphone systems that are just buzzers we cannot get past, people refusing and 
people not being bothered. It is a simulated environment. It is role play. It is quite 
effective.”107 

126. We nevertheless know from our constituencies in London that those enumerators 
chosen to go door-to-door in London boroughs will encounter individuals and families 
from a remarkable variety of communities and backgrounds, more than are likely to be 
encountered in a standard training exercise. No one enumerator will be able to be trained 
and equipped to deal with each of the languages and cultures which might be encountered 
across any neighbourhood assigned for enumeration. Duncan Whitfield of Southwark 
Council and Colin Barrow of Westminster Council both highlighted the difficulties which 
may arise with languages on the doorstep: 

“We are looking particularly at some very deprived areas and the difficult places to 
go, where even with door knocking, it is a challenging arena to go into … when 
politicians do go door knocking [in Southwark], they find some properties where the 
only people who speak English are the children.108 

[In Westminster] only 30% of children in school speak English as a first language, so 
that means 70% of their parents probably didn’t, and very possibly still don’t … ”109 
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127. Barry Quirk believed that ONS and its contractors could benefit from the specific 
experience and knowledge of London local authority staff: 

“So the important issue is the way in which Capita recruits and the extent to which 
local authorities’ electoral register people, who have managed the electoral register, 
say from late September to late November, can use the lists of people that they have 
to advise Capita, so that when Capita is hiring it is actually hiring people who know 
the area and do work like this in the area anyway. I think it is crucial that people 
know the area rather than just being brought in, because they simply won’t know the 
local turf otherwise.”110 

We concur. We recommend that in its final preparation for the Census ONS should 
work closely with local authorities to learn from their experiences of electoral 
registration. 

128. We consider that diversity in the 2011 Census field force is going to be crucial to 
ensuring high response rates in areas which have been selected for hand enumeration. We 
are concerned to note that, despite the assurances given about the Capita contract, the 
recruitment process for the 2011 Census field force in London may not be geared to 
provide a sufficiently diverse pool of enumerators.  

129. We recommend that ONS and Capita work intensively with Jobcentre Plus and 
local jobs partnerships in London boroughs to ensure that advertisements for 2011 
Census field force roles are actively targeted to reach as diverse a cross-section of 
London’s communities as possible. 

130. Following recruitment, we recommend that ONS takes particular care in assigning 
enumerators to neighbourhoods where forms will be delivered and collected, to ensure 
the best match between enumerator and local community. 

 
110 Q 169 

 



London’s population and the 2011 Census    37 

4 Government use of Census outputs 
131. The Department for Communities and Local Government has ring-fenced a total of 
around £29 billion to be distributed across England in formula grant in 2010–11.111 In 
order to allocate this in reasonably direct proportion to local authorities’ populations, it is 
vital that population projections are accurate.  

132. While population projections for the purposes of resource allocation are not directly 
based on decennial Census data, the Census outputs provide the base for calculation of 
annual mid-year population estimates. In addition, a range of Census outputs influence 
decisions that form the basis of sub-national population projections. Questions relating to 
age, gender, fertility, mortality and migration are key to enhancing the accuracy of such 
projections.112  

133. It has been acknowledged throughout the evidence we have taken that London has the 
largest number of hard-to-count groups at a Census, and a substantial population that the 
Census does not even attempt to count. A large proportion of this population is comprised 
of internal migrants as well as international migrants, all contributing to a considerable 
short-term population churn in London which is difficult to capture in official statistics. 

134. Many London boroughs currently use locally-derived data to supplement population 
estimates. Data sources commonly relied upon by boroughs include school data, GP 
registers, National Insurance numbers, and electoral rolls. However, boroughs accept that 
these sources alone cannot reflect their populations.113 This is because the groups who are 
typically not recognised by the Census are similarly not recognised in these datasets. The 
London Borough of Havering suggested to us that new migrants may not register at a GP’s 
surgery, simply preferring to attend hospital if necessary, and similarly may not be 
registered on the electoral roll.114 Furthermore, whilst some short-term migrants may be 
identified in these local registers, when they have been omitted from estimates or the 
Census, their presence is dependent upon the length of their stay and their level of 
interaction with local services. 

135. Boroughs have taken the opportunity to raise with us their concerns about the use of 
population data by the Government in determining funding settlements over the past 
decade. It would take an inquiry with far greater scope than ours fully to unpick the 
detailed criticisms which have been made about the use of data used by ONS to calculate 
mid-year population estimates and sub-national population projections. 

136. For example, London Councils and the London Borough of Southwark both raised 
with us the changes made by ONS in 2007 to its methodology for apportioning migration 
flows to the UK across mid-year population estimates. When applied to the 2004 mid-year 
estimates and projected forward to 2010 in the ONS sub-national population projections, 

 
111 Written Ministerial Statement by the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Department for Communities and 
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Southwark Council estimated that this recalculation had led to a reduction in London’s 
total estimated population of 109,000 in 2008, 123,000 in 2009 and 138,000 in 2010. These 
new figures were used by the Department for Communities and Local Government in 
calculating the share of formula grant to be assigned to London boroughs. London 
Councils estimated that the consequent loss to London boroughs in undamped formula 
grant between 2008–09 and 2010–11 has been £130 million.115 

137. The issue of population projection re-basing in 2007 following the recalculation of 
migration statistics is not, strictly speaking, one which concerns the Census. But a more 
robust and accurate system for statistical projections, which commands greater confidence 
in London boroughs, must start with a better 2011 Census, with a far higher response rate 
across Inner and Outer London boroughs and less reliance on imputation of results. 

138. We have indicated above the submissions made by a number of boroughs who believe 
that they have lost funding as a result of 2001 Census errors, compounded by inaccurate 
mid-year estimates and population projections. The Government Office for London told 
us that they had not attempted to estimate the possible losses to London in funding as a 
result of flaws in the Census base: “it would be difficult to establish a correct figure without 
running all those [funding] formulae nationally again, because of the way that is 
constructed.”116  

139. The Minister for London undertook to provide us with a calculation of the extent to 
which London boroughs had lost out through errors in the 2001 Census, though she 
indicated there were substantial methodological problems with making a calculation.117 
We recommend that, in its response to our report, the Government include the 
memorandum promised by the Minister for London on the effect on London boroughs 
of population underestimates in the 2001 Census outputs and subsequently. 

140. We heard from the Minister for London that many of the financial consequences for 
London boroughs of statistical undercounting in previous years would be mitigated by the 
effects of floor damping in the allocation of formula grant, ensuring that “no authority gets 
less than the previous year on a like-for-like basis.”118 Tony Travers put it more starkly: 

“[...] as we move to an era where grants are not going up very much from year to 
year, whatever is going into these formulae is not going to affect the distribution of 
grant, because we are moving very rapidly towards an effective freeze on the grant. 
Many London boroughs are already very close to a grant freeze anyway. If there is a 
grant freeze from year to year, all of this numeric need assessment would actually 
matter much less.”119 

141. While the logic of this argument may be clear, it provides little excuse for any 
inaccurate counting, estimation or projection forward of the numbers of people in London 
for whom London boroughs are expected to provide services over the next decade. 

 
115 Ev 74 [London Councils] and Q 114: London Councils have subsequently written to clarify the figure [Ev 148]. 

116 Q 190 [Chris Hayes] 

117 Q 188. 

118  Q 202 

119  Q 15 

 



London’s population and the 2011 Census    39 

Funding for local government in London should accurately reflect the needs of the 
population which local government serves. As we stated at the opening of our report, 
without an accurate, accepted calculation of who lives in London, all other discussions 
about services in the capital are undermined. 
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5 Conclusions 
142. In this brief inquiry we have concentrated on the preparations for the 2011 Census in 
London, and have assessed the effects on London of the inadequate outcomes of the 2001 
Census. 

143. The overall enumeration rates—the proportion of the population surveyed in the 2001 
Census—in London boroughs was very low, and unacceptably so in several inner London 
boroughs. A coverage survey and a process of statistical imputation sought to produce 
reliable Census population outputs for London based on the data gathered in 2001. This 
attempt demonstrably failed in respect of many London boroughs. Three boroughs 
succeeded in achieving an official revision to their population figures. Even though the 
Statistics Commission concluded in 2004 that “for the remaining majority of London 
boroughs” the 2001 Census-based population estimates remained the best available,120 
several more boroughs believe that the 2001 population figures significantly undercounted 
their populations, and that a flawed 2001 base has affected official population estimates in 
London over the past decade. 

144. It is not just the flawed outputs from the 2001 Census which have affected funding 
and support for service provision in London. ONS annual mid-year estimates of 
population, based on the 2001 Census outputs and using other official statistical data to 
estimate population changes, have arguably been at their weakest in London, since present 
methods for determining rates of population churn, short-term migration into and out of 
London and the destination of migrants to the UK are acknowledged not to be robust. 
London boroughs have argued that poor official population figures based on Census 
outputs in 2001 have been rendered more inaccurate across the past decade through the 
methodology used to produce mid-year estimates. Some boroughs now have little or no 
confidence in the reliability of the official population figures used by central Government 
for the calculation of funding formulae. 

145. A 2011 Census exercise conducted in a way which gave London stakeholders greater 
confidence in the accuracy of the outputs would be a significant first step in rebuilding 
trust in population statistics in London. We welcome the steps which have been taken 
thus far to ensure that the 2011 Census does not repeat the mistakes of 2001. At the 
same time, we urge the Office for National Statistics and the UK Statistics Authority to 
be forward-looking and prepared to respond to fresh challenges as Census night 
approaches. There is merit in ensuring that the Census exercise is geared up to meet in 
2011 the challenges which defeated it in London in 2001; but the danger of preparing to 
fight again the battles of the last war is that incipient new difficulties may be 
overlooked. 

146. A comprehensive address register is an excellent means to ensure that Census forms 
reach the front door of each property in London, either by postal delivery via Royal Mail or 
by hand delivery and collection by an enumerator. But ensuring that each property receives 
a Census form is only the first step in ensuring a successful Census.  
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147. Care has to be taken in ensuring that resources are properly allocated to hand 
enumeration in London, the area of the country with the largest hard-to-reach population 
and the greatest number of enumeration challenges. We fear that if too much reliance is 
placed on post-out and post-back of Census forms in London, then an unacceptably large 
proportion of London’s population will not be counted because Census forms will not have 
reached them, the significance of the forms will not be understood even if they reach them, 
and the likelihood that they will be completed and posted back will be low.  

148. Similarly, we are concerned that sufficient care is taken in recruiting enumerators who 
can do the best job possible in reaching diverse communities in London, and that ONS and 
London boroughs work hard to develop community outreach programmes to 
communicate the importance of the Census and the need to ensure as many completed 
returns as possible. 

149. We have posed several challenges for the ONS in London. We are not confident that, 
to date, ONS has fully taken on board the complexity of London’s population and the 
range of challenges which will face its field force in raising the enumeration rate and 
securing more accurate data to include in Census outputs.  

150. ONS has described to us its improved liaison and joint working with local authorities 
on the preparations for the 2011 Census.121 We were therefore surprised to receive so much 
evidence from London boroughs which indicated difficulties in communication with ONS: 
we trust that ONS will take time to study the submissions we have received and act on the 
points which have been raised. All six witnesses from the three boroughs who gave oral 
evidence to us on 8 February were emphatic that, as matters stood, there was a real risk of a 
repetition of the undercounting of 2001 in London.122   

151. While we acknowledge the efforts made by ONS to deliver a successful Census in 
London, we consider that there is more preparatory work to be done, and we urge ONS 
to intensify its dialogue with London boroughs, especially those with substantial hard-
to-count populations.  

152. We conclude with some words of support for the ONS, which is mounting a highly 
sophisticated operation on a national scale. We recognise the vital importance of the 2011 
Census to the UK’s statistical framework. At present, there is no realistic alternative 
source of data which can provide comprehensive and uniform coverage of the UK at a 
variety of output levels. 

153. The fair funding of London’s public services throughout the next decade depends 
on a Census which is comprehensive and accurate. We therefore strongly support the 
2011 Census. If it is to succeed in its aims, and if it is to provide as accurate a picture as 
possible of the population of London, the Census must continue to receive 
wholehearted support and adequate levels of resourcing from the Government. 

 
121  Ev 58 [Office for National Statistics] 

122 Q 100 
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154. We note the aims of the ONS Beyond 2011 project, which is examining options for 
the future gathering of population data. It is important that population data is as 
accurate and reliable as possible, and we support any proposals designed to provide a 
more accurate picture of London’s unique population structure than that available 
through the Census and the annual mid-year estimates. 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

1. Should a successor to our Committee not be appointed at the start of the 2010 
Parliament, we recommend that the Public Administration Select Committee, which 
has a remit to examine the work of the UK Statistics Authority and the Cabinet 
Office, consider the response to the report from the UK Statistics Authority and the 
Government and determine whether any follow-up action is necessary in the run-up 
to the 2011 Census. (Paragraph 19) 

2. While we acknowledge the overall success of the 2001 Census exercise in counting 
the population of England and Wales, it is important not to lose sight of the serious 
and acknowledged issues which arose in counting the population in London. We 
recommend that particular issues with a potentially serious effect on the accuracy of 
the 2011 Census in London are properly addressed. (Paragraph 23) 

3. We are concerned to note the lack of confidence some London boroughs have in the 
official mid-year population estimates derived from the 2001 Census, both as a 
means of planning for services and as a basis for funding distribution. It is of 
substantial concern to us that some boroughs have had to commission their own 
population estimates based on administrative data sources for the purposes of 
planning service provision. (Paragraph 45) 

4. We welcome the decision explicitly to include short-term migrants and those with 
second homes in the scope of the 2011 Census. We expect these steps to contribute 
to greater accuracy in the Census in London. (Paragraph 52) 

5. We welcome the commitment of ONS to discuss its proposed outputs from the 2011 
Census with local authorities before publication, and to revise them if necessary. We 
consider this to be a potentially significant step forward in meeting the concerns of 
London boroughs about the accuracy of Census outputs.  Noting the lengthy process 
which resulted in the adjustment of Westminster’s 2001 Census outputs, we 
recommend that any discussions over the outputs of the 2011 Census in London be 
resolved speedily and fairly. (Paragraph 61) 

6. We acknowledge the significant efforts made by the Office for National Statistics to 
learn from the outcomes of the 2001 Census, both in London and nationwide, and 
note with approval the changes which the ONS has made to its methodology and its 
practical arrangements in order to achieve as accurate a Census as possible in 2011. 
(Paragraph 65) 

7. Welcome as these changes are, it is entirely likely that issues not encountered in 2001 
will arise during the preparations for, conduct of and aftermath of the 2011 Census, 
both in London and elsewhere. We expect ONS to have in place systems to recognise 
and respond to any fresh risks and challenges as they arise. (Paragraph 66) 

8. We recommend that ONS co-ordinate its approach to tackling issues of under-
enumeration across those London boroughs where similar issues have been 
identified. (Paragraph 73) 
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9. We welcome the approach made by the Office for National Statistics to the London 
Voluntary Service Council to seek dialogue on improving participation rates in the 
Census. We are nevertheless concerned that a programme of community 
engagement apparently initiated in 2006 had failed to contact a prominent body 
representing the voluntary sector in London until February 2010.  We recommend 
that ONS take immediate steps to review and intensify its work with the voluntary 
sector in the run up to March 2011. (Paragraph 79) 

10. Time to make adequate preparations for meaningful community engagement in the 
2011 Census exercise is running worryingly short. We encourage ONS to build on its 
existing contacts and to accelerate its plans for community engagement through the 
voluntary sector in the run-up to April 2011. (Paragraph 81) 

11. We are encouraged by the development of a national address register for the 2011 
Census. Such a register is vital for a successful Census in London. (Paragraph 87) 

12. We note the work which ONS has already done to check and resolve conflicts 
between the draft register and local authority and Post Office databases. It is 
nevertheless important not to underestimate the challenges of maintaining an 
accurate register of addresses for London in the months which remain before Census 
night. We encourage ONS and London boroughs to maintain and increase present 
levels of collaboration, in order to ensure that the address register produced for 
London is as accurate as possible. (Paragraph 90) 

13. An accurate and well-maintained national address register is an invaluable tool for 
the 2011 Census, and will be vital for any future exercises to quantify London’s 
population. We find it barely credible that the address register developed for the 
2011 Census at substantial effort and expense is to be abandoned following the 
Census for reasons connected to the ownership of the intellectual property.  
(Paragraph 93) 

14. We concur with the UK Statistics Authority in recommending that the address 
register prepared for the 2011 Census be maintained as a public resource. We 
recommend that the Government urgently seek to resolve any outstanding issues 
with the maintenance of the register after April 2011, and to provide sufficient 
resources for its continued maintenance and development. (Paragraph 94) 

15. A crucial element of the Census exercise is the confidentiality of the personal data 
collected. We are satisfied that the arrangements ONS has put in place for 
maintaining the confidentiality of the information gathered in the Census are robust. 
We recommend that ONS and local authority campaigns urging participation in the 
Census emphasise not only its confidential nature but also the impact that non-
completion or under-completion of Census returns can have on local authority 
funding and ultimately on local provision of services. (Paragraph 100) 

16. We recognise the balance which must be struck between ensuring a high response 
rate to the Census in London and ensuring that the Census operation for England 
and Wales as a whole is properly resourced. It is nevertheless crucial that, given the 
challenges facing the Census in London, the proportion of Census staff allocated to 
enumeration in London is adequate to the task. (Paragraph 116) 
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17. We recommend that ONS publish for discussion, as soon as is practicable, its 
detailed plans for hand-delivery of Census forms in London, and engage London 
boroughs and other stakeholders in dialogue about the most effective ways to ensure 
that Census forms can be delivered and collected in hard-to-count areas of the 
capital. (Paragraph 117) 

18. We recommend that in its final preparation for the Census ONS should work closely 
with local authorities to learn from their experiences of electoral registration. 
(Paragraph 127) 

19. We recommend that ONS and Capita work intensively with Jobcentre Plus and local 
jobs partnerships in London boroughs to ensure that advertisements for 2011 Census 
field force roles are actively targeted to reach as diverse a cross-section of London’s 
communities as possible. (Paragraph 129) 

20. Following recruitment, we recommend that ONS takes particular care in assigning 
enumerators to neighbourhoods where forms will be delivered and collected, to 
ensure the best match between enumerator and local community. (Paragraph 130) 

21. We recommend that, in its response to our report, the Government include the 
memorandum promised by the Minister for London on the effect on London 
boroughs of population underestimates in the 2011 Census outputs and 
subsequently. (Paragraph 139) 

22. We welcome the steps which have been taken thus far to ensure that the 2011 Census 
does not repeat the mistakes of 2001. At the same time, we urge the Office for 
National Statistics and the UK Statistics Authority to be forward-looking and 
prepared to respond to fresh challenges as Census night approaches. There is merit 
in ensuring that the Census exercise is geared up to meet in 2011 the challenges 
which defeated it in London in 2001; but the danger of preparing to fight again the 
battles of the last war is that incipient new difficulties may be overlooked. (Paragraph 
145) 

23. While we acknowledge the efforts made by ONS to deliver a successful Census in 
London, we consider that there is more preparatory work to be done, and we urge 
ONS to intensify its dialogue with London boroughs, especially those with 
substantial hard-to-count populations.  (Paragraph 151) 

24. We recognise the vital importance of the 2011 Census to the UK’s statistical 
framework. At present, there is no realistic alternative source of data which can 
provide comprehensive and uniform coverage of the UK at a variety of output levels. 
(Paragraph 152) 

25. The fair funding of London’s public services throughout the next decade depends on 
a Census which is comprehensive and accurate. We therefore strongly support the 
2011 Census. If it is to succeed in its aims, and if it is to provide as accurate a picture 
as possible of the population of London, the Census must continue to receive 
wholehearted support and adequate levels of resourcing from the Government. 
(Paragraph 153) 
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26. We note the aims of the ONS Beyond 2011 project, which is examining options for 
the future gathering of population data. It is important that population data is as 
accurate and reliable as possible, and we support any proposals designed to provide a 
more accurate picture of London’s unique population structure than that available 
through the Census and the annual mid-year estimates. (Paragraph 154)  
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Formal Minutes 

Monday 22 March 2010 

Members present: 

Ms Karen Buck, in the Chair 

Jeremy Corbyn 
Clive Efford 

Mr Andy Slaughter

Draft Report (London’s population and the 2011 Census), proposed by the Chair, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 154 read and agreed to. 

Summary agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the First Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House. 

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the provisions of 
Standing Order No. 134. 

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report, together with the 
written evidence reported and ordered to be published on 1, 8, 22 and 24 February 2010. 

[The Committee adjourned. 

 
 

 



48    London’s population and the 2011 Census 

 

Witnesses 

Monday 1 February 2010 Page 

Keith Dugmore, Demographics User Group, Professor David Martin, Chair, 
Census Study Group, Royal Statistical Society and Co-ordinator, Economic 
and Social Research Council Census Programme, and Tony Travers, Director, 
Greater London Group, London School of Economics. Ev 1 

Peter Lewis, Chief Executive and Alison Blackwood, Senior Policy Adviser, 
London Voluntary Service Council Ev 12

Monday 8 February 2010 

Sir Robin Wales, Mayor of Newham, Michelle von Ahn, Senior Demographic 
Adviser, London Borough of Newham, Councillor Colin Barrow CBE, Leader, 
and Damian Highwood, Analysis Manager, Westminster City Council, and 
Councillor Tim McNally, Executive Member for Resources, and Duncan 
Whitfield, Finance Director, London Borough of Southwark.  Ev 15

Hugh Grover, Director of Fair Funding, and Steven Doogue, Finance and 
Policy Manager, London Councils; and John Hollis, Demographic Consultant 
and Eileen Howes, Statistician, Greater London Authority. Ev 25

Monday 22 February 2010 

Glen Watson, Census Director and Guy Goodwin, Director of Population, 
Health and Regional Analysis, Office for National Statistics, and Barry Quirk, 
Chief Executive, London Borough of Lewisham. 

Ev 31

Wednesday 24 February 2010 

Rt Hon Tessa Jowell MP, Minister for the Cabinet Office and Minister for 
London, Shaun Flanagan, Economic and Domestic Affairs Secretariat, 
Cabinet Office, and Chris Hayes, Director, Government Office for London. 

Ev 44

 

 



London’s population and the 2011 Census    49 

 

List of written evidence 

LPC  Page 

1 Government Office for London Ev 50 

2 Office for National Statistics Ev 54 

3 Enfield Council Ev 60 

4 London Borough of Lambeth Ev 61 

5 City of London Corporation Ev 63 

6 Demographics User Group Ev 65 

7 Islington Council Ev 67 

8 London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham Ev 70 

9 London Borough of Southwark Ev 73 

10 London Borough of Harrow Ev 76 

11 London Borough of Hackney Ev 78 

12 London Borough of Newham Ev 80 

13 Local Government Association High Ethnicity Authorities Special Interest Group 
(HEASIG) Ev 91 

14 Royal Statistical Society Ev 93 

15 London Borough of Croydon Ev 96 

16 Ealing Borough Ev 98 

17 London Borough of Hillingdon Ev 100 

18 ESRC Census Programme Ev 103 

19 London Councils Ev 105 

20 Westminster City Council Ev 110 

21 London Borough of Redbridge Ev 119 

22 Greater London Authority Ev 122 

23 The Electoral Commission Ev 127 

24 London Borough of Havering Ev 131 

25 London Borough of Waltham Forest Ev 136 

26 Brent Council Ev 138 

27 London Borough of Hounslow Ev 142 

28 Southwark Council (supplementary) Ev 143 

29 London Borough of Newham (supplementary) Ev 147 

30 Office for National Statistics (supplementary) Ev 147 

31 London Councils (supplementary) Ev 148 

32 London Voluntary Service Council Ev 149 

 



Processed: 24-03-2010 23:22:03 Page Layout: COENEW [SO] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG1

London Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 1

Oral evidence

Taken before the London Regional Committee

on Monday 1 February 2010

Members present

Ms Karen Buck (Chairman)

Jeremy Corbyn Mr Andrew Pelling
Clive EVord Mr Andy Slaughter
Siobhain McDonagh

Witnesses: Keith Dugmore, Demographics User Group, Professor David Martin, Chair, Census Study
Group, Royal Statistical Society and Co-ordinator, Economic and Social Research Council Census
Programme, and Tony Travers, Director, Greater London Group, London School of Economics, gave
evidence.

Q1 Chairman: Good afternoon. Thank you very
much for attending the first evidence-taking session
of this new Committee, which was the last of the
Regional Select Committees to be established and
will look at issues of particular interest to London
and the impact of Government and public policy on
the London context. We are very conscious of the
fact that we have the Greater London Authority
(GLA). This is not an attempt to cover the same
ground as the Greater London Authority, but there
are very significant areas of interest to Londoners
and the work of Government Departments in
London that are not shadowed by the GLA. We
thought that it would be particularly wise to start
our deliberations by looking at the critical issue of
London’s population, because if we do not get the
measurement of London’s population right, almost
everything else that happens in public policy and,
indeed, in private and commercial enterprise is
undermined, so we are very grateful to the three of
you for giving evidence. We have a number of
questions to cover and we shall seek your advice and
guidance on a number of issues about the quality of
the Census operation, the lessons that can be learned
from what went wrong in 2001 and what you think
about some of the emerging proposals statistically
and in terms of practical delivery of the Census for
2011. Particularly from Tony Travers, the
Committee will be seeking more advice on exactly
why it is so important, in terms of public policy, to
get the counting of the population right. I think I am
right in saying that we were not going to ask you to
make an opening statement, but could you begin by
briefly introducing yourselves and your particular
areas of interest before we start the questions? We
shall start with Mr Dugmore.
Keith Dugmore: I am here very much as a user of
statistics. I started that when I worked for the
Greater London Council (GLC) back in the 1970s
and used Census information for looking at racial
discrimination in council housing and social change
in London—polarisation and so on. Here today, I
am speaking on behalf of the Demographics User
Group, which represents another constituency of
views—large commercial companies, which are very
interested in the outcome of the Census. The group

includes companies such as Boots, the Co-op, Marks
and Spencer, Sainsbury’s and so on, all of which are
very interested in reliable, small-area information
across the whole of the United Kingdom. The
Census oVers particular richness in terms of a lot of
classifications of the population, so we have a great
interest in those data. We are aware of some of the
diYculties that occurred last time and are obviously
as keen as anybody to see what can be done to ensure
that the coverage of the 2011 Census is as good as it
can be.
Professor Martin: I’m David Martin. I am a
Professor of Geography at the University of
Southampton. Half of my time is funded as the
Director of the Economic and Social Research
Council’s Census programme, which provides a
variety of services and research projects that deal
with census and related population data for
academic teaching and research in the UK. One of
my community service duties in relation to that is
chairing the Census study group of the Royal
Statistical Society, which represents Census-users
across the piece, not just academics by any means,
but also people from local and central government,
the commercial sector and voluntary agencies, which
are all interested in the methodology of how the
Census is conducted and the use of the statistics.
Tony Travers: My name is Tony Travers and I am
from the London School of Economics. I am not at
all an expert on the Census or how it works, but I
have done research over the years on the operation
of local government funding mechanisms and, to a
much lesser extent, with colleagues on health service
allocation mechanisms. On the basis of that work, I
am alert to the importance of the Census, and other
data that are collected between Censuses, in
determining the precision of the allocation
mechanisms. They are particularly important in
London because of the significant movement in and
out—the churn of population. That is my interest in
this. It is not in the Census but more in how it is
important to resource allocation mechanisms.

Q2 Chairman: There will be some very specific
questions on that. If I may, I shall start with Mr
Dugmore and Professor Martin. What went wrong
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in 2001? To what extent was what went wrong a
natural progression of the diYculty of getting an
accurate population count, for the reasons that Mr
Travers explained, or did a very specific set of
administrative failings lead to our inability to reach
such a large section of the population?
Keith Dugmore: The most striking thing was
diYculties in coverage in certain parts of the country.
London, in that sense, is a very special place.
Coverage was above 95% in large areas of the UK,
but when we got to some of the London boroughs,
we were down at 80%, 70% and even 60% in
Kensington and Chelsea. That, of course, poses
immediate diYculties. I think that it has been a
phenomenon in London for a long time. Going back
to surveys such as the National Dwelling and
Housing Survey in 1976, I think, there have always
been London factors making these things diYcult,
but things are getting more diYcult. The likelihood
is that they will get yet more diYcult for 2011.
Under-coverage is one major factor and related to
that is the question of what population we are trying
to count and the definition. We will no doubt come
on to it later in the afternoon, but when we are
looking at the resident population of people who are
here for 12 months or more, that is a very specific
definition. I am sure we are all well aware that within
London there are a lot of people who are milling
around for a few days, weeks or months, who will
fall below the radar however well the Census is
carried out to collect the statistics on the resident
population. Definition of exactly who we are trying
to capture and define is a secondary element, as well
as the actual coverage of the Census itself.
Professor Martin: I do not disagree with anything
that has just been said. I may be able to elaborate a
little on the nature of the things that went wrong.
Many of the most extreme diYculties are
concentrated in London because of its scale and the
concentration of the population and physical
characteristics, which make enumeration diYcult.
London shows instances of where the enumeration
failed to reach all the addresses because there were
instances where the address listing was very diYcult
to do in 2001. Processes have been improved and we
might talk further about that, but if we don’t reach
the front door of every household, we are not going
to find those people. Even if the addresses are listed
correctly, the analysis work done after the Census of
2001 shows a variety of instances where the
enumeration itself went wrong in various ways. In
part they relate to all the things that you would
expect: structures where it is diYcult to gain entry to
identify where there is a residential front door and
where there may be mixed commercial and
residential uses. Also, having gone and done the
enumeration and found those people, there will be
some households—London has concentrations of
them—made up of people who find it diYcult or who
are unwilling or uninterested in completing the form.
When the thing is complete, the process of working
out how you make up for the undercount—the third
stage, which is checking and correcting those
numbers—there is evidence to suggest that the
statistical processes used in 2001 probably were not

conducted so well in London because of that
complex population, such that some of the areas
were not correctly classified and so some of the
corrections do not work so well. So those three
stages are all impacted by a core set of issues.

Q3 Chairman: I know that colleagues will want to
ask some more questions about the addresses and
means of contact, but that is an issue of great
significance. Tony Travers may be able to help
explain why the post-census statistical adjustment
matters, if it does, to Londoners. After the 2001
Census, the OYce for National Statistics assured us
that post-Census adjustment was suYciently robust
to meet the gap that was obvious from the failure to
contact large sections of the population. What
always worried me and colleagues was that what was
possible to do statistically in terms of head count
would not necessarily tell you enough about the
nature of the population, particularly minority
ethnic communities. Was that a reasonable concern
statistically and possibly, Tony, did it matter in terms
of what it was telling us about the base for future
service planning?
Tony Travers: One of the problems that appeared to
evolve at the time—the time when the results started
to become available in 2003 and 2004, so I am
slightly moving on and you may want to go back to
the technicalities—was that having conducted this
complex, vast Census, the ONS found it diYcult to
admit shortcomings. For whatever reasons, and you
would have to ask it this, it very heavily defended the
results as they came out, forcing a small number of
authorities that were particularly aggrieved, notably
Westminster, Manchester and Forest Heath, as I
remember it, to mount a pretty robust case to try to
convince ONS that there was a problem. I don’t
want to speak ill of ONS which has come under a lot
of pressure, but it found it diYcult in the early stages
to concede that there might have been this problem.
That made unravelling why it had happened more
diYcult at the time.
Keith Dugmore: That is very much the case. In
particular it was the fact that the coverage in certain
parts of the country—obviously we are talking only
about a small minority—was so much lower than in
others. So had response rates been 90 to 95% fairly
generally, I am sure that the method that ONS had
for compensating for under-coverage would have
been largely regarded as satisfactory. But as soon as
you got down to a 15, 20, 25% under-coverage, the
method began to creak and became less and less
plausible. It follows that the emphasis for the
coming Census must be on getting coverage rates up
in those most diYcult areas. If one is left having to
compensate for under-coverage to that extent, it is a
real uphill task.

Q4 Chairman: Do you feel that the UK Statistics
Authority in its role in quality assurance will add
suYcient value to help prevent a repetition of any
inadequacies in the Census being dealt with too
defensively so that we are not able to disentangle
what goes wrong in future?
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Keith Dugmore: It is an interesting point, given that
last time ONS was largely independent, stood alone
and made its own defence. There was also the
Statistics Commission as an outside observer. Now
we have the UK Statistics Authority encompassing
ONS, but also the monitoring and assessment team.
I think personally that is a bit diYcult. It would have
been ideal if they were seen to be more separate:
essentially, one had a statistics producer, and a
regulator. They are under the same umbrella, but I
think that the monitoring and assessment team will
be keen to show their independence, to show that
they do look at it objectively, and just as they are
assessing a whole raft of other statistics from
Government, they are bound to have a look at this
closely and objectively.
Tony Travers: As the UK Statistics Authority has
clearly been set up in an attempt to guarantee
independence, and also therefore, whether stated
directly or not, to represent the public interest, then
the Authority would need to ensure that the public
interest was properly represented in any uncertainty
about how the Census was conducted, or how the
results were presented. It does have a role: distant,
friendly and generally well-disposed towards ONS,
but with enough of a public-interest requirement to
make sure that we do not get into a position where
the ONS feels too defensive about admitting
mistakes, if there happened to be any.
Professor Martin: I think that’s fair. I think the other
element is that because we now understand so much
more about the lessons of 2001, it would be improper
to finish this without stating that, in a way, a lot more
checks are built into the 2011 process, particularly
the hope that there will be much stronger liaison with
local government in the run-up to the Census, so that
we are not disputing afterwards things that could
have been determined beforehand. That is an
opportunity or a risk, according to how it goes in the
next year.
Chairman: In fact, we are in the run-up to the
Census. We will be probing whether some of that
process has actually started, but I will now ask
Siobhain McDonagh to pick up the questions.

Q5 Siobhain McDonagh: We have touched on some
of this. I would just like to look more at why London
is so diYcult to count. There must be many places
with similar problems, although probably not as
large, or similar places internationally. Why do you
think that London is so diYcult to count?
Keith Dugmore: I think probably size and history.
When I think back to my days at the GLC, we were
well aware then that London had uniquely high
amounts of private rented housing, multi-occupied
housing, sharing and so on, which in the 1970s and
1980s made monitoring the population diYcult. It is
in a completely diVerent league to any other city in
Britain. I remember Professor Roger Jowell saying
that London is another country, and that really did
resonate with me. There are those sorts of factors
and if you look at social change in the past 20 years,
people are generally more mobile, there is more
flexible working, more tourism and London is the
great melting-pot. I have been a resident of

Westminster for the past 35 years now and it came as
no surprise to me that a recent ONS estimate of the
short-term population is 62,800 in moves into
Westminster each year. It is unique and hence
provides particularly diYcult challenges for ONS to
measure. Even defining how to measure it is not
straightforward.
Professor Martin: It is simply the measure of scale.
You are right to almost imply in your question that
surely there must be other diYcult places. Well, there
are but none of them get anywhere near the
combination of all the complex circumstances that
you find in the London boroughs. You may find
specific British cities that exemplify significant
enumeration challenges in two or three of those axes,
but by the time there are about five of them, and you
have them all present in London, they interact with
one another and make the whole process very much
more diYcult than anywhere else. London is unique
for that reason, rather than because it has some
special process that does not exist elsewhere.
Keith Dugmore: Could I just add one further element
of this, which I think reinforces Dave’s point about
scale? When it comes down to ONS mobilising
resources, of course it is more diYcult for them to
draw on people to actually tackle coverage and
follow-up and so on. It is not as though one has a
small island, which is known to be diYcult, and you
can draw on all the people from outside. The actual
recruitment is quite a tricky thing to do.
Chairman: We might come back to that point.
Tony Travers: I absolutely agree with what my
colleagues say about the scale. London is seven and
a half times bigger than Birmingham, which is the
next biggest city, and a big city by European
standards in itself. London’s traditional role is as an
entry point for new migrants, many of them
vulnerable in several diVerent ways. Frankly, they
are in an environment where, for a number of
diVerent reasons, being visible to the authorities may
not always seem as attractive—I have to put this
carefully—as it would do to the rest of us. Some of
the debate about asylum seekers and migrants might
lead one to believe, particularly if people were
uncertain about their status, that staying away from
the authorities might be the margin. You can see how
that might aVect people’s willingness to be reached,
however good the Census was. The other thing to
add is that in 2001 some of the residuum of the poll
tax was still in this. There had been an impact from
people not registering for poll tax back in 1989–90,
which was probably at the margin. That was worse
in cities. It is very diYcult to prove any of what I am
saying here, but common sense dictates that big
cities have more of these kinds of explanatory
variables in them than many parts of rural and
suburban England.

Q6 Siobhain McDonagh: The Census method is
supposed to be uniformly applied across England
and Wales. Is that a problem for London? Is there a
reason to have more localised or diVerent methods in
diVerent parts of the country?
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Keith Dugmore: There is definitely a need to tailor
the approach for London. In the forthcoming
Census we are in a situation where, for the first time,
there will be both post-out and post-back of forms,
rather than hand delivery and hand collection,
which went back to 1991 and beyond. I can
understand that in large parts of the country post-
out and post-back might work reasonably well. The
addresses are quite straightforward. People are fairly
immobile, and they will probably just get on with
this and we will get response rates up in the high 90s
again. But for London we will be in a situation where
quite a lot of the addresses are ambiguous or have
alternatives, where there are aliases and where there
are questions about whether it is the basement flat or
flat No. 1 and so on.
Chairman: We are going to probe a little further into
that in moment.
Keith Dugmore: Yes, so post-out is not
straightforward. Even within the address, one might
have a situation where it is a single address that has
multiple bed-sits or rented rooms behind the door.
That really does point to more human intervention
in delivering the forms, seeing how many people
should be responding and collecting the forms. So
while in principle there is great merit in the Census
form remaining uniform across the country, from the
point of view of our users, putting in extra and often
human eVort is necessary to get the results back.
Professor Martin: That approach is accommodated
in the 2011 design, in the sense that the ONS plans
that the areas that are modelled and predicted to be
most diYcult will get hand enumeration. Because of
the diYculties in London, it follows that London
will get most of that personal eVort. What we have
not seen at the moment is a detailed plan for exactly
how that will play out, and which areas will have the
human intervention, rather than the mail-out. The
figures that are available imply that London, which
has about 14% of the population, will get about 24%
of the field force. So built into the system is a
flexibility reflecting that extra diYculty, but we do
not actually know at the moment in which areas that
is going to work. That is where the Census rehearsal,
which I suspect you may be interested in, will inform
ONS. Generally, the user community has not seen
the detailed plan for how that will be implemented.
Chairman: It occurs to me that talking to politicians
might be quite a good idea, given that we spend
rather a lot of time knocking on doors.

Q7 Clive EVord: How essential is it that the people
who do the follow-up face-to-face have some sort of
local knowledge?
Professor Martin: I don’t think it is essential, and
this is very much a personal view of the process,
rather than something on which there is a big body
of research. It is not essential that somebody knows
the neighbourhood in the sense of knowing the
streets, because the work being done on the
preparing, mapping and address-checking in a sense
provides a uniform information base to
enumerators. However, it is probably very
important that the enumerators are people who are
acceptable to the community being enumerated. If

the enumerator is going to be doing door-to-door
visits, they should be someone who understands the
community on whose doors they will be knocking.
That is not a sense of knowing which street is round
the corner, or where the back flat is, but is much
more to do with understanding what languages they
may encounter and what kind of cultural objections
to the Census there may be in that local
neighbourhood, because those with that
understanding are much more likely to be successful
at the door. That is borne out by all the large surveys
and the way in which survey field forces are
deployed.

Q8 Chairman: Before I ask for another
supplementary from Jeremy Corbyn, is the
acceptability of the enumerators to a community not
a diYcult issue? I represent a Westminster
constituency, but this is probably true for almost
everyone around the table. You can go into a
community and, potentially, there will be a Somali
family in one household, an Arabic-speaking family
in another, and then a Sudanese family, a Kosovan
family and three British-born families. Having
someone who knows the community does not get
round the problem of what you do in particular
streets, or in estates that have potentially 50 or 60
diVerent communities.
Professor Martin: There isn’t a magic fix for that.
The ONS is very conscious that the enumeration
force available for a particular area has to know in
advance what may be encountered. My conjecture is
that there is probably also a surveyor eVect, which
we know about from all other kinds of social survey.
At the interpersonal level, is it not about whether
someone knows where the address is, it is about the
relationship that they have when they call with the
form.

Q9 Jeremy Corbyn: Thanks. What sort of training is
given to enumerators before they embark on this
task? We all represent very mixed communities in
which any enumerator with knowledge of enough
languages would need to know 40 or 50 of them.
That is the nature of inner London. What
co-operation is being oVered by, and sought from,
diVerent ethnic community organisations? There is a
huge degree of fear surrounding censuses among
many people. Will the information be robust? Where
will it end up? There is a big public relations exercise
to be done in advance. How much of that are you
aware is being done and what recommendations
would you make?
Professor Martin: There are some specific questions
in there that you might want to ask the ONS, but in
the frame, as we have encountered it thus far, the
ONS is putting a very big eVort into the enumerator
training. It is trying to do that itself, rather than
contracting that out and spreading it around. This
time, the enumeration field force is made up of fewer
people working more hours, and the aim is that that
will be a more skilled work force. There is a training
programme in place, and you may want to ask the
ONS the details of how that is operationalising.
There is no implication that the enumerator will
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know all the languages, but the enumerator will
know what they are likely to encounter and, for
example, how language support is available, such as
translations of the forms and telephone translation
services. All those things are in the plan. The latter
part of the question was about community
engagement. The ONS is working very hard at the
moment on identifying the community groups that it
can work with to promote engagement with the
Census in specific places. The detail of that, if you
want to know what is happening, is probably a
question for the ONS.
Chairman: Thank you.

Q10 Mr Pelling: As Mr Travers knows, I have an
obsession with local government financial
settlement systems. The Census has an impact on
many diVerent funding flows. What funding and
service delivery decisions are linked to the Census
and population estimates? How good is it at
providing a base for estimating the services required?
Tony Travers: I can speak with greater authority, as
far as I can speak with any authority, on local
government-type ones than I can on the NHS. Many
of you will know that the NHS formula is in many
ways similar. The local government formula grant,
which on average distributes about three quarters of
local authorities’ non-schools income, is
significantly aVected by population measures. Police
and fire funding, which are separate but within local
government, are, to some degree, similarly aVected.
The NHS funding formula is also, to a significant
degree, aVected by population. The local
government and health service funding in London—
and for the rest of England, for the whole system;
they are England-wide systems—have population as
an important element in how resources are allocated.

Q11 Mr Pelling: As Mr Travers knows, I am very
parochial, and I would like to refer to Croydon. In
its evidence to the Committee, Croydon talked of the
last Census being 33,000 people short, and of the
result for the amount of funding that it received. It
pointed to other means of measuring. It looked, for
example, at GP registrations; that showed its
population to be 47,000 higher than the Census
figure suggested. What other measures could be used
to provide a better fit with local government finance
settlement calculations, and that might better suit
London, in terms of the particular dynamics of its
population?
Tony Travers: If we have, as we have done for many
years in England, a local government finance system
that attempts to equalise to a significant degree
between local authorities, it is very diYcult not to
have measures of population and aspects of the
characteristics of population, in the sense that if you
are going to have one then you have got to have the
other. So I think the population Census and other
data collected by the ONS will always be at the core
of a system of this kind. The question is always going
to be about improving the ONS, which, despite what
we have been saying about it, overwhelmingly get
most of its data as good as it can, so we must not
criticise everything it does. The allocation of

Government grants is also a zero-sum game. If
Croydon feels that it was badly treated to the extent
that you say that it does—I’m sure that it does—
many other London boroughs will doubtless be able
to produce similar numbers. I am sure that some
other cities outside London would be able to do so
as well. If they were all under-represented by broadly
the same amount, you would still be distributing the
same amount of grant. It is a matter of relativities;
that is what matters with the grant. If you as an
authority believe that your population is badly
measured to a greater degree than other authorities,
then you are at risk of losing out. However, it is not
possible for all authorities to gain, unless the
Government were to put more grant into the system.
It is diYcult for me to comment—my colleagues
might be able to say something about Croydon’s
particular numbers. However, there is no question
but that if an authority is relatively under-measured
by the Census, it will have a basis for less grant than,
other things being equal, it should have under the
rules of the system. I just have to add as a footnote,
of course, that all of that is now subject to heavy
damping, which is, in any case, stopping most of the
redistribution of grant that would otherwise go on.

Q12 Mr Pelling: May I try to improve on my
question by leaving Croydon out of it for a moment,
and looking at this from a diVerent, sub-regional
point of view? Obviously, the response last time in
inner London must have had a distorting eVect. I
appreciate the point that the cake has to be divided
in any case. In terms of the dynamics of London’s
population, and particularly the migratory flow,
does London lose out to other regions in the
financial settlement as a result of the Census process
and the way that the Census information is used to
allocate grant on a national basis?
Tony Travers: On the basis of the evidence that I
have heard this afternoon and what we know about
the Census last time, it is very likely that London—
inner-London and probably Greater London as a
whole, including many outer-London boroughs—
was surprisingly more like inner-London had been in
the last Census than anybody had expected. That
was a big change revealed by the Census. So it is not
just an inner-London issue, really. It is likely that
London as a whole, given what we know about its
population, was relatively disadvantaged. However,
it is worth saying that if somebody from outside
London was here giving evidence, they would note
that in the interim, London’s local government has
had good performance measures from the Audit
Commission and in recent years has been setting
relatively low council tax figures overall. We would
need to be wary, in terms of balancing all these things
up before simply judging—I am sure you would not
do this—that because London was under-measured,
it suVered and has worse local government. The
evidence of the quality of London’s government is
that it has got better. The boroughs have got better
in recent years despite the under-measurement that
we are, eVectively, all agreeing has happened.
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Q13 Mr Pelling: I am sorry to refer back to Croydon,
and I am not arguing Croydon’s case—I am just
using it as an example. The number of migrants
registering with GPs was 41,000 over a seven-year
period to 2008. Incidentally, I got the figure wrong: it
was a diVerence of 37,500, not 47,500. The National
Insurance number provision for recent migrants in
Croydon is 25,000 for non-British workers over a
four-year period. Could those figures be used in the
local government financial system to add
sophistication to the Census figures?
Tony Travers: There is no doubt that other figures
can be used if they are commonly agreed to be
robust, national statistics. There is no reason at all
why other data cannot be used in the local
government formula. Indeed, the schools formula,
which we are not discussing, is based on the numbers
of pupils in schools and is amazingly robust by the
standards of the Census because parents have a legal
duty to have their children educated and because,
putting it crudely, there is not much evidence that
schools would exclude a child because of anything to
do with the status of its parents. Consequently,
registration in schools is a good measure. That one
does work. So there are data that could be used.
Schools funding is separate now. That is a long way
of saying that there could be other data that could be
used instead. But as for getting to the whole
population—for some services it is diYcult to get
away from the whole population—it is hard to
believe that anybody other than the ONS and the
Census will ever provide a better basis, in my view.
My colleagues will know more about that.

Q14 Mr Pelling: I won’t ask any questions beyond
the set I am asking now. I am trying to go at a fast
pace. Do you think that the formula needs to be
changed to take more account of the deprivation
issues that come from the Census than of the basic
numbers? Do you think that it is not sensitive
enough? You said that outer-London was showing
quite dynamic changes, in terms of increased social
deprivation. Do you think that the local government
financial settlement does not take account of that? I
am not being anti-inner-London; I am just being
anti-Westminster Council and Hammersmith and
Fulham, probably.
Tony Travers: It would be possible. Indeed, the
Government did make changes in 2003 to the grant
formula, which added somewhat diVerent measures
of deprivation. In fact, as I remember it, that had a
greater eVect in shifting money to the northern
metropolitan areas than to London and the south.
So it would depend on the measures, even if they
were more robust. You would have to be certain, as
a London MP, that you were asking for the right
ones to be used, because some deprivation measures,
particularly those to do with economic and social
deprivation, such as long-term sickness, tend to
favour northern metropolitan authorities more than
London boroughs. In a Committee such as this,
those areas would, quite rightly, argue that way. Yes,
there might be better numbers that could be used in
the formulae for measuring deprivation, but in

asking for that, you need to be careful that you do
not ask for something that redistributes money in an
unpredictable way.

Q15 Mr Pelling: These are my last two sets of
questions. The Clerk to the Committee suggested a
useful couple of questions that throw up a
conundrum. It may well be that other witnesses want
to comment on this. What categories of person does
the Census generally not account for, and how can
boroughs plan proper service provision for people in
those unaccounted categories?
Tony Travers: The first question I definitely need to
leave to my colleagues. I couldn’t answer that. The
only way to do this, it seems to me, for boroughs that
have populations about which they can produce
reasonably robust evidence—good enough to
convince the Department for Communities and
Local Government, and particularly Treasury civil
servants, that there is a problem—would be to put
forward a case for specific grants or specific needs. It
is diYcult in the short term to do it any other way,
until and unless the Census is fully reconstructed. If
I may say so, the diYculty even then will be that, as
we move to an era where grants are not going up very
much from year to year, whatever is going into these
formulae is not going to aVect the distribution of
grant, because we are moving very rapidly towards
an eVective freeze on the grant. Many London
boroughs are already very close to a grant freeze
anyway. If there is a grant freeze from year to year,
all of this numeric need assessment would actually
matter much less.

Q16 Mr Pelling: I have a last question for our other
two witnesses. I am sorry for my enthusiasm for this
esoteric subject. I asked what categories of person
are not generally accounted for in the Census. Do
you have an opinion about the relative robustness of
Census data and some of the other data that might
be used in the allocation of local government
grant—for example, GP registration data, National
Insurance number provision and so on?
Professor Martin: Perhaps I should try to pick up on
a couple of those points. First, in relation to the
people missing from the Census, it is important to
understand that even a perfectly conducted 2011
Census would miss a large number of people actually
present and living in houses in Croydon and other
parts of London—by design. In particular, short-
term migrants and those intending to be in the UK
for less than a year will not be in the standard
residential base for the Census because that is not
what it sets out to do. Even if those people were
there, and even it were a perfect Census, it would not
produce the numbers that one might surmise the
London authorities would like to see, because many
people would be occupying residential space and
using services who were not in that base. That would
imply that your surmise that you should also use
other statistics in looking at the base would be a
good thing to do. Certainly, the Census is working
on a flexible output strategy. To my mind, it means
that there is no reason at all why knowledge about
people who are in the country only for three months
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or six months should not explicitly be made
available in the same way, even if it is not part of the
main Census tables. So you can see what the impact
of that might have been in diVerent London
boroughs. The Census can answer that question a
bit, but oYcially it is missing all the short-term
migrants that you are perhaps most concerned
about. That will aVect London disproportionately,
and some other migrant arrival areas. With regard to
some of the other sources—for example, the GP
lists—the national health service central register is
probably the best of the registers that we have, but
we know that it over-counts some categories of
people and under-counts others. It is not a statutory
registration system. It is updated as people move and
register with new GPs, and it has people in it who
have not re-registered with a GP, and who therefore
are shown to exist at a previous residence. It has
many people missing from it. For example, young
men are, on the whole, not unwell and do not have
an incentive to register with a GP. It impacts those
groups diVerentially. Perhaps I should come back on
one other thing that you said, and then let Keith
comment. The deprivation question, and the
question of whether you should use information that
helps you to look at population characteristics, is
perhaps more complex that it appears at first glance.
For example, the Department for Communities and
Local Government’s indices of deprivation are used
for ranking quite small areas across the country, and
the most recent version is from 2007. It uses census-
sourced population data, updated with various
estimates, as the denominator, but the number that
it uses as the numerator—the one that counts the
number of benefit claimants and the number of
people using particular services—is derived from
administrative sources. Therefore, if you have that
count about right, and you have under-counted the
population, you will have an apparently higher
prevalence. While those two things are coming from
disparate sources, diVerent people will argue about
it either way. Having a statistical system that uses an
administrative source with a robust base for both
figures eVectively removes that diYculty, but that is
not the position we are in at the moment.
Keith Dugmore: I’d just like to emphasise the
importance of the diVerent population definitions. It
seems to me, particularly in Westminster in central
London, that if we look at the borough at any one
time, there is a resident population, which is often
what is fed into the grant allocations and so on, but
we do have a very considerable short-term migrant
population and, of course, there are also the daily
commuter flows of workers. So whereas you might
say that the mid-year estimate of the resident
population is fair enough if you are dealing with
large parts of suburban or rural England, in this
particular instance of central London, there are very
significant other populations that are not the natural
target for the grant allocations. In order to measure
those populations, there is an increasing attraction
in moving over to some administrative sources. The
work done recently on looking at short-term
migrants has particularly relied on National
Insurance numbers allocated to people who have

come into the country, and that makes some very
interesting statistics on numbers going to diVerent
places. They do not provide a complete and rounded
picture yet, but are well worth looking at. That
should be done in the context of looking at the
results from 2011, otherwise we might be in a
situation where, on the one hand, we collect the
Census and, on the other hand, there are
administrative sources of variable quality, double
counting and so on. In 2011, for example, if it were
possible to compare Census coverage of children
with school records of numbers of children to see
whether they are telling roughly the same story, that
would help us progress in the longer run.

Q17 Mr Slaughter: If I understood that, some or all
London boroughs suVer a deficit because of faults in
the Census, yet there is a trend towards better
government. Is that necessarily a contradiction? Do
you not think that there is a temptation, if boroughs
find themselves in that position, either to stop
providing services—if they are discretionary
services, or the level of their services is
discretionary—or to try to alter the landscape within
the borough so that the borough does not have the
problems that we are talking about today?
Tony Travers: I was not by any stretch of the
imagination justifying not measuring populations as
accurately as possible. I was slightly straying into the
realms of inhibitors. One of the things that inhibits
a great groundswell of pressure for better numbers
and better Census output is the fact that London’s
local authorities have, according to the oYcial
measures, been performing as well or better, it would
appear, than those elsewhere in the country. Of
course, if they had more accurately measured
populations, which were higher, and that had been
factored into the grant, they would be on a higher
starting point for the heavily damped grants that are
now allocated. They would be spending more
money. You will know better than me that some
authorities would indeed spend that on higher levels
of service; others would have lower levels of council
tax. It is a political decision what they do with the
money when they get it. You are right: if the
measurement of population—indeed, all measures
that go into the formula grant—was better or more
accurate, and that led to a higher relative total for
London and individual boroughs, they would have,
other things being equal, a slightly higher grant.

Q18 Mr Slaughter: If you believe that you are getting
less money than you need to cover your entire
population, isn’t there a temptation, irrespective of
party or ideology, to look at reducing the level of
service? You are going to be measured by the
regulatory bodies on how well you perform the
services you deliver, not on how well you could
perform if you delivered a wide range of services.
Tony Travers: I can see that some authorities would
indeed do what you are saying—it is not a very
helpful answer—and others would not. The point I
was trying to make is that many London authorities
feel that the last Census didn’t get their numbers
right. I am trying to alert the Committee to the fact
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that many local authorities outside London don’t
see this as a big priority, as they think that London
local authorities are relatively generously funded.
That’s the point I’m making, although I didn’t
articulate it clearly, for which I apologise.

Q19 Clive EVord: I want to ask about something that
Tony Travers said earlier. If we significantly alter the
formula and it still is not going to have a significant
impact on the level of grant, should we factor into
the formula the capacity of the local authority to
raise money through charges and fees to redistribute
some of the more lucrative practices such as that of
car park charging across the capital?
Mr Pelling: That question should be ruled out of
order by the Chair, shouldn’t it?
Tony Travers: There’s no doubt that the grant we are
discussing and the calculations of the grant are all
based on net local government funding, net of fees
and charges. You’re absolutely right. It is equally
clear that some boroughs have a much greater
capacity than others to raise fees and charges. All I
would say is that the capacity of authorities to raise
fees and charges has never been built into the
calculation of grant. Again, I alert you to the fact
that any straying into that territory would raise the
question of whether, for example, relatively higher
council-house rent figures from some authorities
ought to be built into the formula as well. I know
housing finance is an entirely separate business. The
answer is, it is not built in. I cannot remember
hearing any proposals to build it in, but it would be
arguable that revenue from fees and charges could in
some ways be netted oV. The only thing I would say
then is that of course that would be an incentive to
cut the fees and charges in the authorities that now
generate them.

Q20 Clive EVord: I don’t think I’m going to get any
further with that. How adequate is the use of mid-
year estimates to correct calculations in population
based on the census?
Keith Dugmore: I tend to see it the other way round.
As we have moved away since the 2001 Census, mid-
year estimates will attempt to track what has been
going on since then, but there is a danger of what I
think in the jargon is called inter-censal drift. After
nine to 10 years and the new Census comes in, there
could be a shock because the numbers are not what
we thought they were. Westminster last time
provided a particularly vivid illustration in that
regard. Although ONS has been putting a lot of
eVort into updating mid-year estimates and rolling
forward year by year, the real test is when the next
Census comes and one essentially takes that as the
new truth and the mid-year estimates will be rebased
and we will start again. I suppose that highlights the
fact that we have relatively little information on
measuring things year by year. Going back to a
user’s viewpoint, lots of organisations, companies
and so on are still using the figures collected in 2001
to make decisions on investments now. The fact is
that we do not have a good regular flow of
population statistics year by year through the
decade.

Q21 Clive EVord: Doesn’t that suggest that the 2011
Census will just restart the whole inadequate process
of estimating what demands there are on public
services in respect of local authorities?
Keith Dugmore: Yes, it will certainly restart it. I
suppose that’s why it is so important to try to get the
2011 Census as accurate as it can be. But the mid-
year estimates just try to throw a lifeline between two
Censuses.

Q22 Clive EVord: But is there nothing we’ve learned
from the process to date that would inform us about
how we should do it in future?
Professor Martin: The mid-year estimates are
eVectively rebased at each census and they then work
forward, using a variety of sources and methods.
There is a demographic element that models people
ageing, being born and dying in situ. But for a
significant part of the last decade migration has been
the biggest driver. Unfortunately, migration is the
piece on which we have the least detailed
information, particularly when you come down to a
local level. So if you are looking at a London
borough, the mid-year estimates are using the
international passenger survey as a source for trying
to understand people coming in and out of the
country. It has very limited information on where
people go when they arrive and not very good
information on where people go out of the country.
That is one of the weaker spots. We have some hope
that the new administrative systems, particularly e-
Borders, which is the system that will start counting
everybody crossing the border, but which is not due
to be available until the 20-teens, might start to give
us a more robust overall figure, which can be
modelled more accurately down to where those
destinations are. But you are right, in the absence of
that migration information in particular, 2011 will
restart that debate without there being a good, extra
source. Just because we have the Census, it will not
fix those things that we are currently missing.

Q23 Clive EVord: You have suggested that more
should be done to engage with those people in hard-
to-count sections of the community. How satisfied
are you that the ONS is responding to your
entreaties?
Professor Martin: In part, we come back to the
earlier question, which is that we know that ONS has
made that a major focus of eVort. The general census
stakeholder and user community have not really
seen what the detailed plan for that is. We’ve had
reassuring messages about that being an important
element this time—both working in co-operation
with local government and with community
groups—but it is not something where the plan is so
clearly developed and laid out as it is, for example, in
some of the statistical and enumeration procedures
where we can examine them. So that is something
that I would certainly be saying. A very good
question to be asking, which is probably less well
understood, even by the expert community, is
exactly what is planned and how it will work.
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Q24 Mr Slaughter: This is another tedious but
important issue of how we get census forms to people
and how weget them back. I understand that the Post
OYce is being used as the main delivery mechanism,
presumably of material correspondence directly
addressed to the occupier. That sounds to me like
probably theworstwayofgettinguniversal coverage.
What is your opinion?
Professor Martin: The rationale, which I think is
sound, is thatalthoughwehavebeenconcentrating in
this discussion for the last hour on the weaknesses of
2001, fundamentally the2001Census seemedtowork
very well in most parts of the country. What happens,
therefore, is that the model of sending an enumerator
to knock on the door of a lot of essentially compliant
and reasonably easy to enumerate areas is an
extremely expensive way of conducting a census. The
rationale, which I think is sound, is that sending
forms postally to the majority of the country, and
needing a relatively light follow-up in order to get a
good response, releases much more resource to
concentrate on the really diYcult areas, in which
London is so rich. This is exactly why we have been
having this discussion. I think that is a sound logic.
ThediYcultyof that strategy is that it reliesonhaving
the address list right if it is going to work as intended.
Somethingwhich this community hasbeen saying for
many years is that one of our failings has been that it
was a good design, but at the moment there is not a
definitiveaddress list.ONS is spendinga vast amount
of eVort making one for the purposes of the Census.
At themoment,withayear togo,we still donotknow
how adequate it will be in all areas. That is something
that we would dearly love to know more about.

Q25 Mr Slaughter: How are they making that list?
Professor Martin: By putting together the best
available lists, which are eVectively those sourced
from the Ordnance Survey, Royal Mail and local
government. So there are some lists of addresses, but
they don’t match up because they are not compiled to
a common standard. Each of them has its own
strengths. So, for example, local government
understands subdivision in urban areas better than
something that is sourced elsewhere.

Q26 Mr Slaughter: Putting it broadly, local
government lists are based on hereditaments. They
will identify an area of land and a building that could
be back room, first floor, flat A, what have you. The
Post OYce will send material to an address—I think I
am right—and put it through my letter box. It
identifies an entry point to a building and shoves
whatever it can through that entry point, leaving the
occupants to sort it out for themselves. That is my
experience.
Professor Martin: Royal Mail is a little more
sophisticated than that, in terms of the information
that it has about how many separate households that
it thinks are behind the door. But the important
component,whichwedidnotquiteget to, is thatwhat
ONS is therefore doing is a stratified sampled address
checkofareas that itbelieves shouldbeeasyor should
be diYcult, in order to understand how well, when
yougo outon theground, thosematched address lists

are performing in the easy areas or in the hard areas.
There is a stratification, and thatwill be the testwhich
allows us to get to whether that will be an adequate
list. It is very dependent on strong collaboration
between ONS and local government. That seems to
be the key to me—from where we are now. We are not
going to produce a definitive national list between
now and the time that the list gets printed, but if those
lists are left hanging and as the subject of
disagreement, then you can guarantee that we will
reopen much of the 2001 debate between local
government—of a varietyof descriptions—and ONS
over whether they got to the addresses. With that
liaison and a lot of checking on the ground, which is
part of the plan, we should be able to get past that
state before the enumeration happens.

Q27 Mr Slaughter: I see exactly your logic for the first
one—why fix something that isn’t broke. But now we
are talking about large parts of London and our
constituencies—there is a hopeless mishmash, which
is not co-ordinated at all. You know that the Post
OYce isgoingto fail,becauseyoucould takeevidence
from any London MP about the failure of the Post
OYce to do that. On the whole, but this is also
extremely variable, electoral registration is probably
better—although in some areas, notably Kensington
and others, it is pretty dire. How are they going to go
from the situation of the first attempt to a situation in
which they are mopping up?
Professor Martin: Those areas that are most diYcult,
if the detail is right—a big caveat, the thing that we
don’twant to see—thosewill not be theareas thatwill
be relied on for mailing out in mail bags, but will be
the areas in which we hand deliver. As I said, what we
would really love to see now is the detailed plan for
whichareasarebeing targeted forhanddelivery.That
may be—should be—the thing that makes it work.

Q28 Chairman: Isn’t this getting terribly late?
Professor Martin: I am now of the opinion that this is
getting late. If you asked that question even a few
months ago, I would have said no. There is no point
checkingaddress listsanddoingdetailedplanning for
something that you know is a very dynamic process.
It has got to be done quite late to be right. The lists
exist—it is not that ONS do not have the lists—but
the question is doing the checking and getting it back
in the time scale for full delivery.

Q29 Mr Slaughter: Two further questions. If the Post
OYce and local government over the past 50 years,
100 years or whatever have not managed to achieve a
reasonable level of competence in the areas we are
talking about, how is the ONS, with no such
experience, going to achieve that in the next six
months?
Keith Dugmore: It is fair to say that ONS has been
putting a lot of eVort over the past two or three years
into integrating Ordnance Survey, local government
and Royal Mail address files. It has produced, in
eVect, a national address register, which has been
sorely lacking for many years. Having seen some
recent presentation of that, where they have been
mapping areas of towns where there are addresses
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with aliases and alternative names and so on, I think
that they have made quite a lot of progress. The
bizarre thing is that the address file is just being
created for the Census and, because of issues about
proprietary rights and so on, that list will not be used
for any other purpose after the Census or for any
other Department.

Q30 Mr Slaughter: Thatanticipates my last question.
Let us assume—it would be nice if it could be checked
before it is used, because I don’t believe that it will be
very accurate—but let us assume that this is the case.
Having gone to that huge amount of trouble and
expense, what is the mechanism for maintaining it?
Surely that would be a very useful database.
Keith Dugmore: This is a golden opportunity to
produce a definitive national address register and to
keep it going. In fact, the Chairman of the Select
Committee on Public Administration has made the
same point. Hitherto, it has been a matter of three
rival suppliers of addresses not wanting to co-
operate, but if it is not done now it will never be done.
This is a golden opportunity for trying to get a
national register that can be used for the Census and
subsequently.
Chairman: Thank you. I intend to detain you for only
10 more minutes. We have a fairly large area of
questions. Siobhain McDonagh would like to ask
one.

Q31 Siobhain McDonagh: We have talked about
hugely intensive work by large numbers of people.
Will enough money be spent on London to make the
Census work?
Keith Dugmore: Looking at the Census budget
overall, it has gone up fairly significantly since last
time. I believe that most of the money has been voted,
but I think £30 million or so as yet to be voted in the
overall budget. Certainly, some of us are fearful, were
that not to emerge, that the Census would be carried
out, but there would be no money left for the output,
which would be a sorry state of aVairs. As for the
distribution of the money across the country and
whetherLondon isgettingasignificantly largershare,
I don’t know the detail—it is probably something for
the ONS—but I made a fleeting reference in my note
to an 80:20 rule. My feeling would be that a great deal
of eVort and budget ought to be put in London to try
to get the response rates above 90%.
Chairman: That’s the sort of answer we like.
Keith Dugmore: If the resources are heavily skewed
towards the most diYcult areas, which happen to
include large chunks of London, that must be logical.

Q32 Jeremy Corbyn: How accurate can any census
be?Doyouhaveanyestimationof theaccuracyof the
last Census? Do you think that a mid-decade
census—doing it every five years rather than every 10
years, given that there is apparently an enormous
population movement in this country—would be a
better way of doing things?
Keith Dugmore: It is an interesting point for what the
results aregoing tobeused for.WhenI speak frommy
commercial users’ viewpoint, the feeling is that if a
census is 95%accurate—ideally itwouldbenice tosee

it better—for decision making, that quality of data is
far better than most other data sets that one plays
with. So, there’s a feeling of wanting to get something
that’s very good and fit for purpose, but not
necessarily perfect. The other point is just as
important. It is important tokeeptrackofpopulation
subsequently. With the speed of population change
now, waiting 10 years is an enormous length of time,
and no doubt there will be great changes revealed
when thenewCensus ispublished. Iwouldpersonally
like to see another census held in five years’ time, but
at the same time, we ought to pursue the question of
making more use of administrative records—the
schools census and the Department for Work and
Pensions information on distribution of pensions
across the country. We have mentioned National
Insurance numbers, and I think that given that so
much information is being collected by Government
systems that are postcoded, that begins to provide us
with an alternative that, in due course, we need not
hold a further census, and we can rely on the sort of
registers that Scandinavian countries have
developed.

Q33 Jeremy Corbyn: Does that not increase the
concerns that many people have about a surveillance
society, where public authorities know who everyone
is, what they are doing and what they are or are not
getting?
KeithDugmore: It does increase those concerns, and I
think the important point would be to draw a line
wherefiles arebeingused for administrativepurposes
aboutpeople as individuals. However, it is possible to
extract aggregate information from those files,
completelyanonymised,whichbecomes thebasisofa
statistical system. That is what we are talking about,
but I agree that it is sensitive territory.

Q34 Jeremy Corbyn: What doctors, teachers and
others are not concerned about is being asked to deal
with their school population and patients—that is
what they are there for. But they are quite concerned
when suddenly someone turns up and says, “We
would like your information for another unrelated
purpose.” The purpose of a school is to educate the
children, and the first priority is getting them in the
school. If, for all kinds of convoluted reasons, the
parents are not particularly involved, that is a
secondary problem. The first issue is getting the
children educated. Do you foresee any diYculties in
that area?
Keith Dugmore: I would hope that a distinction could
be drawn between looking at individual records
about individual people, which I agree is very
sensitive territory and takes us into the realms of the
Data Protection Act, and being able, say, to take
Islington or small areas in Islington and have
aggregate statistics produced saying, “Yes, there do
appear to be 25 18-year-olds here, and that is roughly
what the Census is telling us.” Handled correctly,
there is scope for producing such material, as we have
seenwithNational Insurancenumberrecordsandthe
number of recent migrants to various parts of the
country.
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TonyTravers: I thinkwhatyou’repointing to is avery
interesting trade-oV between a public desire to get the
numbers absolutely right and the state to get all its
numbers absolutely spot-on, which would mean the
state knew an unimaginable amount of things about
us compared with the way in which the British have
generally done these things—hoping it will be about
right—and concerns about privacy, which have
grown in recentyears.There is a trade-oVbetween the
scale of the state knowing everything precisely to
allocate money and the state knowing too much and
knowing everything about you. The things are, to
some degree, fighting against each other. The other
issue,not forgettingthestrategic levelof lookingatall
of this, is that this only matters—the poor old Census
is having a lot of strain put on it—because it’s being
used for something, allocating money, which is
probably not why censuses began. I am not an expert
on the Census, but my guess is that the Domesday
Book and the 1801 census, or whenever it all began,
were about getting a catalogue of broadly what was
out there. Once you start using statistics for diVerent
purposes, greater pressure is put upon them. That
then makes them contested. You can see that in a
more litigious age—there are human rights
implications about what we are discussing—if a
particular section of the community is not properly
measured and it tends to be a relatively poor one, by
implication, poor people are not getting their fair
share of public services. On the other hand, trying to
put all that on the Census, which was originally
designed for something else, is overburdening it. You
can see elsewhere with oYcial statistics that the more
pressure is put on a statistic, the more contested it
becomes and therefore the more wrong it will look. It
is just an insoluble problem, and I think the trade-oV
that you’re pointing to with surveillance is another
element of that kind of complication.
Professor Martin: I think history will show that the
purpose of the Domesday Book was taxation, so that
is not a reliable line to pursue.
Jeremy Corbyn: It is already a positive disincentive.
Professor Martin: Many of the diYculties which we
have been discussing relate to compliance with the
Censusand couldequally be translated to those other
sources, so the fact is that it is not as if, by using the
administrative records, we are simply creating yet
another layer. EVectively, an eYcient
administratively-based census might allow us to
release the burden of the questionnaire or the way in
which the Census itself was conducted, so that the
nations which were very reliant on statistical sources
which are register-based, which draw from lots of
administrative systems—such as the Netherlands,
which actually stopped doing its census in order to
move to that, because it was felt to be a less intrusive
mechanism. So we are only trading oV between the
information-giving burden through one mechanism
to the information-providing mechanism through
something that we’re doing by using services. Having

a debate around what information we want and what
is acceptable for Government to hold is one issue;
howit isgained isanother,as therecanbemanyroutes
to getting the same set of information. It does not
follow that just because it’s coming from a record it is
more burdensome or less trustworthy.

Q35 Jeremy Corbyn: When we started, Tony Travers
made the point that there was probably a severe
undercounting on the Census after the poll tax
because of concerns over that. Do you detect any
greater or lesser wish for information sharing
between diVerent agencies now than there was 10
years ago?
Professor Martin: There are probably at least two
thingsburied in that. It’sgenerallyunderstood that in
1991, the poll tax had an impact on response. With
regard to information sharing, we have probably not
actually had a very widely understood debate about
its extent, because it has only really been seriously
possible to start thinking about constructing
population statistics for information sharing in the
years after 2001. People have talked about it
hypothetically before, but the record systems have
not been there. We see the response rates to oYcial
surveys declining by a small amount year on year,
which would imply that the public are becoming less
willing to take part in oYcial information-gathering
activity. Also the research suggests that people think
the Government already know lots of this stuV and
query why they are asking them. That would again
suggest that using the administrative systems more
intelligently is perhaps a more robust way of thinking
about future information collection than going back
and asking those questions again.

Q36 Chairman: Can I just end by asking you my 4.48
psychosis question? You’re the chief statistical oYcer
andat4.48 inthemiddleof thenightyouwakeupwith
sweat on your brow, thinking, “There is something I
need to deliver on the Census.” What would it be?
What one thing should they concentrate on getting
right, as far as you’re concerned? Was there a big
lesson from last time or are there changing
circumstances that you really feel we should be
concentrating on?
Keith Dugmore: My view would be to focus resources
to get coverage above 90 % in all areas.
Professor Martin: For the sake of not being the same,
I would do everything possible to get that address list
right because, without it, I know I’m going to miss a
lot of people.
Tony Travers: Trust—to be diVerent again. Anything
that can be done to promulgate the idea that whoever
you are and wherever you live, the more you sign up,
the better it is foryour area. Weshould create a sort of
civil sense that it is good for everybody, whether that
requires celebrities to promote it or whatever. Trust.
Chairman: Thank you very much Mr Dugmore,
Professor Martin and Tony Travers for an excellent
opening session of this inquiry.
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Witnesses: Peter Lewis, Chief Executive and Alison Blackwood, Senior Policy Advisor, London Voluntary
Service Council, gave evidence.

Q37 Chairman: Thank you for agreeing to give
evidence. I am very conscious of the fact that a small
voluntary organisation does not always find it easy
to get the resources together to put in a submission.
I very much appreciate your excellent submission,
which was circulated to us. Would you like to
introduce yourselves? The Committee will then start
asking some questions about your experience.
Peter Lewis: I am Peter Lewis and I am Chief
Executive of London Voluntary Service Council
(LVSC). We basically bring the voluntary and
community sector in London together. Just for the
Committee’s understanding, that is around 60,000
voluntary community organisations in London,
25,000 of which are registered charities. The others
work at a much more grass-roots community level.
We comprise about 7% of London’s employees, so
the scale and reach of the sector is perhaps surprising
to many people. That does not count the hundreds
and thousands of volunteers who give their time
every week.
Alison Blackwood: I am Alison Blackwood. I also
work at London Voluntary Service Council. I am the
senior policy adviser there, so I have been supporting
Peter with this piece of work.

Q38 Chairman: Thank you very much. Obviously, I
was aware that you were sitting in on the last
evidence session and hearing about the importance
of reaching out to the community, building trust—as
Tony Travers concluded—and breaking down the
barriers, particularly in relation to under-
enumeration among hard-to-reach communities. I
take it that the OYce for National Statistics is
working hand-in-glove with you in this last year
before the Census takes place. Perhaps you could tell
us a little bit about the way in which it is involving
you.
Peter Lewis: Unfortunately we’ve not heard from it
at all and we are not aware of the work it is doing in
London, although we haven’t had much time to
reach out and ask many organisations. Those we
have asked have not had any engagement with it as
yet.

Q39 Chairman: That was a leading question on my
part, but in your evidence you said that you had not
heard from the ONS. To what extent is there an issue
of building partnerships with voluntary
organisations, such as yours? How could it have
involved you? What do you think that you could
oVer as an organisation?
Peter Lewis: Can I take a step back first? You have
obviously had the expert data. I wish to reinforce the
position by saying that it is really about people and
individual Londoners. This year is our centenary
year. We were founded to tackle poverty in London,
help reduce inequality and improve people’s health.
How the Census is now being used to inform public
spending impacts on those things. When we are
talking spending, we are talking about it coming
down to local authorities and then to residents of

London. If there were under-coverage and London
was receiving less money, that has two impacts
through the system, one of which is that local
authorities receive less money to spend directly on
their populations and, as a result, the voluntary and
community sector picks up the burden and has to use
its own income to deal with some of the most
marginalised Londoners and their problems. The
second, more direct route is less money from local
authorities going to the voluntary and community
sector to do the work they want it to do. A double
whammy is coming through the system. Evidence
shows that the people who are not being counted are
those most marginalised Londoners who are
probably most in need of many services provided by
local authorities or the voluntary and community
sector. As for what can be done, the voluntary and
community sector has a wide reach at grass-roots
level with some of the most marginalised Londoners
to whom, as is commonly recognised, the
Government at whatever level have diYculty in
reaching out. You probably know that as politicians,
but the Audit Commission and Treasury also say
that when commissioning services, the users must be
involved. We could say that to a certain extent, the
London population are the users of the Census and
that, in some way, the money comes back round
based on the data they give. I would ask the ONS
how it has involved such people in the design of the
Census. A good commissioning process involves its
users in its design. I ask the ONS to set up focus
groups and speak directly to the communities about
what might work. Guidance from the Treasury and
the Audit Commission advises the use of voluntary
and community organisations as a route to contact
people because it is not always easy to reach them
directly. The sector can play such a role, given that
it regularly serves communities throughout London.
To answer the initial question, we have not heard
anything, but that does not mean that it is not
working with the voluntary sector. We had thought
that with our antennae, we would have heard that
the ONS was talking to people to work out how it
could design the Census better to reach a peak that
it had not reached in the past.

Q40 Clive EVord: I am sure that the voluntary sector
could play a significant role. On the point made by
Tony Travers about trust, a lot of people mistrust
how the information will be used by the state. Is
there a conflict for some of your organisations in the
sense that people before boards might feel
vulnerable and concerned about the information for
which they might be asked.Will that sit easy with
some organisations you represent?
Alison Blackwood: Our role would partly be to
provide trust and security to the organisations with
which we are working to ensure them that the
information will not be used against people. I would
take that route. Tony Travers talked a lot about
trust, which is what the voluntary sector can bring
into the process. We can say that the information will
not be used against people.
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Q41 Clive EVord: Are the organisations saying that
to you?
Alison Blackwood: Some of them are. I suppose
people wouldn’t want to work with them because
they think that, if they are involved in the Census,
they might be giving away details to the
Government. Obviously, we would want to work
with them and for them to work with their users to
say that that is not what is going to happen and to
build up the level of confidence and trust.

Q42 Clive EVord: And are there any examples of
similar sorts of activities that you’ve been involved
in with voluntary sector groups that you can point to
to say to the ONS that you were successful in
doing this?
Peter Lewis: Well, Operation Black Vote, which you
have probably all heard of as politicians, is going out
to try to mobilise the BME population to register to
vote. The Council for Voluntary Service (CVS) in
Barking and Dagenham is doing a big drive on voter
registration. I know that is a diVerent process, but it
is using the strengths of the sector to get out to
communities that don’t naturally register to vote or
get involved in governmental things. So there are
similar processes where the sector is involved.

Q43 Jeremy Corbyn: Thank you for your evidence
and for the work you do as an organisation. In your
view, what are the biggest concerns ethnic minority
groups have towards involvement in the Census? Or
do they have no concerns and realise the importance
of participation?
Peter Lewis: At the evidence session in Newham, I
hope you might be able to ask those questions
directly. I think that it is about understanding. I was
saying on the way over here that I have only done the
Census twice. You do not get to do it many times
because it doesn’t happen very often. There is a lack
of understanding about what the Census is. Quite a
lot of migrant communities are predominantly
young and will never have come across it before. I
am not sure that there is a lack of trust. Initially,
there is no idea what this is, let alone that. There is an
issue of saying, “This is what the Census is and this is
what it is trying to do.” There is quite a long process,
as Alison said, to educate people about the purpose
of the Census and about how it will be used. I think
Tony mentioned helping people to understand that
it can be a positive thing for them and for their local
area if they fill it in.

Q44 Jeremy Corbyn: Thus far, do you identify
concerns or a willingness to help and participate
among diVerent community organisations?
Peter Lewis: We haven’t asked the question, but I
would expect organisations to want to help once it is
explained to them how the process works and how
they can help get more money into their area by
getting a better representation of the population.
Alison Blackwood: We saw that the OYce for
National Statistics website said that it would like to
involve the community a lot more in the 2011 Census
than it did in 2001. We would be very happy to work
in partnership with it to help develop that. If

approaches are made, it would find that community
organisations are happy to work with it, if it is
presented in the right way.

Q45 Chairman: Picking up on the point that I made
earlier about time, we really are getting close to the
wire, when you consider what the lead-in times are.
What advice would you give to the ONS, through us
initially, about how long it takes to start cascading
that message out to a small organisation working
with Sudanese women in a certain area, for example?
There are cycles to these things and it will take
some time.
Peter Lewis: No, it does take time, so the earlier they
engage, the better. One idea, from just sitting
listening, which I am sure many community
organisations would be glad to try, is to identify
enumerators. If you are looking for more
enumerators in London, let us publicise those
opportunities to community organisations. Let us
organise some training for those community
organisations at local borough level, so that they
understand the communities, what is happening and
get a feel for the area from the local communities
themselves.

Q46 Chairman: It’s an interesting point that we do
not even know the exact time scale for the
recruitment of the enumerators. You are not aware
of that either, and you could actually be a real
partner, couldn’t you?
Peter Lewis: No, absolutely, especially with all the
unemployment data at the moment showing that the
most marginalised are becoming more marginalised,
with higher unemployment rates in BME
communities.
Alison Blackwood: It may be that we want to involve
diVerent groups in diVerent ways. Some people are
better involved in one way, and other communities in
a diVerent way. The longer the period when we are
not involved, the less likely it is that they will develop
really targeted approaches.

Q47 Jeremy Corbyn: Have you had any approaches
so far from the oYce of the Census?
Peter Lewis: Not at all. No.

Q48 Jeremy Corbyn: Do you think that’s significant?
You are a fairly major umbrella organisation of
voluntary groups.
Peter Lewis: We would have thought that if they
wanted to do specific work in London because of
London’s problems in 2001, they might have come
to us as an entry point to the sector, but we haven’t
had that approach. That doesn’t mean they are not
working with small organisations at the grass roots.
They might be, but we are just not aware of it.

Q49 Jeremy Corbyn: But you would be prepared to
co-operate with them and put some ideas to them.
Peter Lewis: Absolutely.

Q50 Siobhain McDonagh: My two questions have
been covered. It looks as if there hasn’t been any
contact. You spoke a bit about how you could help,
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and what method you’d like to see for increased
engagement by the OYce for National Statistics. Are
there any other ways or ideas? I’m always frustrated
by public engagement programmes from
Government bodies and local government, because
it seems that armies of people are employed to do
that, but none of them do it particularly well.
Peter Lewis: We would agree. Working with local
community organisations, such as the local CVS or
directly with some of the larger individual
community groups just to organise events and
briefings would be a very good idea. Identifying
champions in communities is another method that
has worked in the past to get people who are trusted
to take the message out to their communities.
Alison Blackwood: We’ve got a lot of evidence that if
you employ members of the local community—this
covers some of the things that have been said about
enumerators understanding their communities—as
researchers, you get much more detailed data from
the people you are researching, because they have
built up trust previously, and people know where the
information will go and how it will be used. Those
are two models—either employing a community
organisation to train people up, or employing people
individually from the local community.

Q51 Chairman: Have you, as an organisation, had
comparable experience, or been consulted, or
involved in electoral registration? Peter, you
mentioned Operation Black Vote, but obviously
there are some parallels.
Peter Lewis: Yes.

Q52 Chairman: I would not want to overplay the
parallels for electoral registration, but we know that
the characteristic under-represented groups will be
largely the under-represented groups in the Census.
Are you a partner in any of that? Do you have any
advice to oVer?
Peter Lewis: I know we get involved a lot on a
London-wide level as the LVSC, and the local CVS
will get involved in working with local authorities at
a detailed level, so we were involved in things such as
the Greater London Authority Act and how it came
into being. We had thoughts about the London Civic
Forum, which is now set up. It is an organisation
that focuses on civic engagement and engaging
Londoners in relation to the Assembly. We have
tended to concentrate at that level, bringing in
expertise of organisations across London to help to
inform our responses. We act as a funnel to some
extent. We have networks that reach out through
equality streams or geographic areas to the front line
to bring people together to help inform, rather than

sitting in the centre with all the answers. Using our
networks of organisations to inform people is what
we would suggest.

Q53 Chairman: So if you were sitting on this side
with the ONS, what would be the two or three top
things that you would ask for, or challenge it on?
Peter Lewis: One would be to ask it how it was
engaging with the sector, and specifically the sector
in London, because London is very diVerent in a
number of ways that were eloquently explained
earlier. It should think creatively and not put up
walls by saying, “You can’t do this; you can’t do
that.” It should think creatively about its end goal
and if that is to get more people to fill in a Census
form, it should be creative and flexible about how to
enable people to do that.
Alison Blackwood: I echo the point about the
necessary time scales to get us involved as quickly as
possible, so that we can make it successful.
Peter Lewis: One thing we thought about—we are
doing quite a lot of work now on community
empowerment, which is a buzz word in
government—is whether a census can be used as part
of a programme in relation to community
empowerment, the duty to involve, and whether to
get local authorities fully involved in the Census, so
that those new obligations can be used and resources
put in. I guess that is the carrot. On the other side are
those local authorities who have signed up national
indicators around community participation, and
whether Census numbers could be used as a check on
how well they are doing in engaging the community
by saying, “Actually, we’ve signed up to the duty to
involve, but under your census data is very poor.”
We want to get local authorities behind it.

Q54 Chairman: So a financial incentive in the system
would be the way.
Peter Lewis: Yes, that is how it is indicated—I guess
you could have a stretch target around the Census
figures if you pushed NI 3 and NI 4 around the
community participation in local decision making.
Perhaps the Census data could be part of that
monitoring regime.
Chairman: Thank you for your evidence. We will see
you next week.
Peter Lewis: No.
Chairman: Sorry, I misunderstood. We will take
some of those points forward.
Peter Lewis: I was suggesting that there might be
local authorities that could talk more honestly about
what it feels like to be a refugee organisation
supporting your local community. That might be an
useful thing to do.
Chairman: Absolutely. Thank you very much.
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Q55 Chairman: Good afternoon everybody. Thank
you very much for coming. I know that Sir Robin
was here earlier, and I am conscious of the fact that
everyone’s time is precious. We hope to conclude this
evidence session in an hour, if that is okay.
During the questions, I will be quite brutal, and we
will not ask everybody to contribute to every
question—just see if you can pick up themes that
other people have not, rather than feeling that you
need to contribute. It will be quite helpful, however,
to tease out a little the diVerences between the
boroughs in their experience of the Census and the
population count overall. I am very grateful indeed
for Robin Wales’s hospitality here in East London.
It is particularly appropriate, because the Newham
Census pilot experiment has been very important,
and there are lessons to learn to from it, which I hope
will be drawn out in the light of the kind of
population changes that East London has and has
had, not least in the run-up to the Census. This is the
first evidence session that the Committee has taken
outside Westminster. Indeed, it is only the second
evidence session. We are very grateful to you all. I
shall start by asking people to introduce themselves.
We will not have an opening statement, because we
will probably be covering most of the issues as we go
into questions. I will start with Mr. Highwood.
Damian Highwood: I am Damian Highwood,
analysis manager from Westminster City Council.
Colin Barrow: Colin Barrow, leader of Westminster
City Council.
Michelle Von Ahn: Michelle Von Ahn, senior
demographic adviser for Newham.
Sir Robin Wales: Robin Wales, elected Mayor of
Newham.
Duncan Whitfield: Duncan Whitfield, finance
director at Southwark Council.
Tim McNally: Tim McNally, executive member for
resources at Southwark Council.

Q56 Chairman: Would it be acceptable to everybody
if we used first names rather than be too formal?
That would be very helpful indeed. I shall start by
asking the three council leaders/representatives in
particular to tell us very briefly, from their own
borough experiences, what their experience was of
the 2001 Census, what went wrong and what they
think the implications were for their local
authorities. That is a question to Colin, Robin and
Tim. Colin, will you start?

Colin Barrow: This is a slightly familiar refrain. As
you will be only too ferociously aware, Westminster
is diVerent, for a couple of reasons. It is diVerent
primarily because we are a reception area for the rest
of the UK. There are many other such reception
areas, but we are probably the biggest. That means
that we will have a disproportionate share of people
who are in temporary rather than permanent
accommodation and circumstances, and will
therefore be hard to count. They will not understand
a lot of the mechanisms of authority in this country,
and some of them won’t much care for them. The
working hypothesis of all censuses is that people are
in a stable situation: they live here today and they
live here tomorrow and the next day. If you bang on
the door and say, “Who are you and what about all
these questions?”, they will still be there, but it is not
like that in many parts of Westminster. It is not like
that in Chinatown in particular, nor in parts of the
Edgware Road. It is simply not like that now. We
think that there are two fundamental pieces of work
that need to be done. One is to allow local knowledge
into the process of cleaning up the address list. If you
are going to go down that route, do it intelligently—
I don’t suggest that otherwise it is stupid—with as
much local knowledge as you can.
Chairman: We will probe you a bit on the address
list later.
Colin Barrow: Secondly, and probably more
importantly in terms of numbers, is imputation
methodology. I am going to give you a complete
exposure of all my knowledge on this subject, with
the rest coming from Sir Robin Wales, on my left. If
you find that you get, as you might expect, 74%
responses from Westminster, what algorithm,
formula and method do you use for figuring out who
the missing people are? You cannot really argue from
anywhere else than Westminster to do that. The rest
of the information, in answer to that question and
the first, rests on my left.
Sir Robin Wales: I hear what Westminster says
about being diVerent, but they’re not as diVerent as
we are. We are all diVerent, and the truth is that in
London there are radical diVerences. As an example,
we have the smallest number of Band D-plus
properties in London1, so I have very little middle
class. Everything is mobile; everything is changing.
It’s interesting—I have the most diverse community

1 Note by Witness: Newham has 81% of properties in Bands
A-C for Council Tax valuation, which may be a better
indicator of poverty.
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for its size in the world, and I have the youngest
population anywhere in Europe except for Strabane
in Northern Ireland. That will give you some sense
of the diVerence in nature that we have here. One of
the things we’d be pressing is that, while we accept
that up and down the country it is possible to use
methodologies that are similar in many places, it is
impossible to use that in parts of London. I accept,
for instance, that Westminster needs a diVerent
approach. We need a diVerent approach. I suspect
Southwark would need a diVerent approach. Thus
we are all uniting here. It is just diVerent. We have to
find diVerent ways of measuring the reality of our
population. I will give you some examples. Thanks
to the Labour Party, it being that time of year, I
happen to know that over four years our ward churn
is anything between 16% and 36% a year—in a year
it turns over like that. Just tell me how we are going
to count that.
Chairman: On the electoral register?
Sir Robin Wales: Yes. Never mind the people who
aren’t registered. You know they aren’t registered as
you walk round and see many of those missing. Our
electoral registration work is extremely hard. The
truth is that there is massive churn and massive
change. To give you an example, in 2006 our birth
rate was 4,200 and now it is over 7,000, which is
going to destroy our school system in a couple of
years. That is just part of what we have to do. When
the 2011 Census trial was being run in what weren’t
the most diYcult areas in Newham, we found 1,267
new addresses in the borough. Look at the sheer
scale and size of the complexity; the large families;
the fact of having to get people with English to write
in; the fact that we have people from abroad working
here; and the fact that we have the highest number of
national insurance applications for foreign
nationals, who aren’t interested in filling out a census
because they don’t think they’re here for very long.
So, we have all sorts of issues. I can take you to a
house where there are 38 people living in a house in
multiple occupation. Fortunately, we are getting new
powers now. You just put all that together and you
think Newham will need a diVerent way to count.
That is the key. The problem with all this is that the
OYce for National Statistics has what can only be
described as a hopeless methodology. It doesn’t
work here. There is a resource implication. None of
us cares what the ONS counts. What we care about
is the resource implication. It isn’t just the ONS that
needs to be responsible for this; the Department for
Communities and Local Government needs to take
responsibility and accept the fact that the ONS
figures are not appropriate. The ONS will tell DCLG
that they’re not appropriate and no one pays any
attention. We have done our own research that says
20,000 are under-counted at the moment.
Interestingly, we have more people on our electoral
register—never mind those who are missing—than
the ONS credits us with, so what we would suggest
is that we just get the bodies out, stand them all
together and count them, because that is clearly an
easier way to find out the true number. It is
absolutely hopeless and the ONS has no way of

dealing with it. For us, the issue has become having
a diVerent way of dealing with it here and accepting
the fact that in areas with churn, in special areas, you
need to do it in a diVerent way.
Tim McNally: I have to agree with both my
colleagues. They think they are special; we in
Southwark think we are even more special. When I
looked at the excellent submissions from London
Councils, I looked at the factors that contribute to
low returns, reading about lots of single families,
young families, houses with young people and the
high degree of students, migrants and tenants—
Southwark is the largest landlord in London, with
55,000 council properties, plus another 30,000
registered social landlords properties. All those
factors made me think, “Well, this is just a
description of Southwark”—this list of reasons why
we get a low count. In 2001, we were the eighth
lowest in the country. Because all our resources are
based on that figure and then the mid-year estimates,
we have had a decade of underfunding based on that
poor Census data. We feel that that may be heading
towards us again this year.

Q57 Chairman: Absolutely. Before I come on to
colleagues probing some of those points in greater
depth, could I ask a question, very briefly—perhaps
Damian and Duncan might be the right people to
reply? If you were sitting in front of the ONS—or,
indeed, of the Minister, as we shall be—on the
specific point about the accuracy of the imputation,
to what would you be expecting the ONS to be able
to respond? If the quality of the imputed data cannot
reflect that diversity of population to which the
councillor referred, what can be done about that?
Damian Highwood: Some of the issues might have
been alleviated had some of the test areas covered
those parts of London that are likely to give rise to
particular problems with imputation methodology.
Westminster asked to be a test area for the Census
because of the problems that we had in 2001, which
are well documented. Particularly, we have
enormous properties that are houses in multiple
occupation or communal establishments. We are
very concerned that the sort of properties that will be
counted are those with very simple household
structures, and those that are missing will be quite
complex and large household structures. What we
would have liked is for the test to come up with a
quantifiable way of matching those diVerences by
taking a small area with a large number of HMOs
and communal establishments, finding what the
diVerence was in response rates and therefore being
able to cover it adequately in the imputation
mechanism.
Chairman: Anybody else want to add to that briefly,
before we move on? Michelle.
Michelle Von Ahn: I would like to back up what
Damian said. In the selection of the areas for the
rehearsal in Newham, I provided the ONS with a
range of maps showing various characteristics of the
borough that highlighted those hard-to-count
characteristics—HMOs, split properties, large
households, language barriers—and it was quite



Processed: 24-03-2010 23:23:52 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG2

London Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 17

8 February 2010 Sir Robin Wales, Michelle Von Ahn, Councillor Colin Barrow CBE, Damian Highwood,
Councillor Tim McNally and Duncan Whitfield

astonishing to us that the area that came out high in
all those characteristics was avoided in the Census
rehearsal, an area that we thought would have been
quite a useful means of focusing on how well the
Census could be conducted.
Duncan Whitfield: All I can really add to that is that
we now find ourselves at a point of damage
limitation, where we are already trying to gather our
own local data, to which either Colin or Robin
referred, to reinforce any imputation calculations
that take place post-Census. That is almost on the
assumption that we are going to struggle to get past
our 77% return last time. I guess the plea to DCLG
and the ONS would be to ensure that, as we get into
imputation, they are respectful of the work and
eVort that we are putting into data gathering and
data matching at the moment, so that we know
precisely which are the wards and areas within our
authorities that are most susceptible to gaps.

Q58 Jeremy Corbyn: What is this extra information
that you are gathering, which you are using as an
argument for your resources?
Duncan Whitfield: As we move forward, one thing
that we are absolutely trying to get out of the Census
is a way forward. It is for the next 10 years, rather
than—
Jeremy Corbyn: No. You say you are collecting your
own evidence. What do you mean by that?
Duncan Whitfield: Within the organisation, it is
everything from education—school records—
through to housing tenancy records, register issues
around diYcult areas to gather information and
working with our partners, such as the primary care
trust and the health authorities, to get further
information from them. I think that we would
probably have found from previous experience that
the ONS tends to move oV towards national
databases of information, rather than local ones, but
I think the power of the information that we have
locally is very strong.

Q59 Mr. Slaughter: We hear your dissatisfaction,
and no doubt you have made it apparent to the ONS
as well. What has been its response? How well has it
responded? Have you put specific suggestions to it
even at this stage about how the methodology
should be changed?
Damian Highwood: There have been a number of
diVerent things. First, we have asked for a test for
Westminster and the diYcult-to-count areas. There
is also the method by which people receive the
Census forms. The post-out will cover 95% of the
country and hand delivery will cover the other 5%.
We still do not have clarification of which areas will
have which type of distribution.

Q60 Mr. Slaughter: I think we’ll come to that later.
In any event, it is a change. However, I am looking
at why the Census is so unsatisfactory, rather than
simply at the delivery method. You know your
boroughs best. How would you like the head count
done diVerently from the way the ONS does it?

Damian Highwood: It is a diYcult question. At the
moment, the Census is the only way we can make an
accurate estimation of our population, because the
make-up of the communities means that none of our
administrative records—Westminster is quite
peculiar because of the number of nationalities that
can’t register for the electoral roll and the number of
children who go to independent schools—provide a
comprehensive alternative to the Census.
Colin Barrow: You’re never going to get to these
communities; you can post things to them, you can
knock on their doors and you can camp on their
doorstep—you can do what you like—but you will
never get there satisfactorily. You’ll always have a
gap in terms of people you’ve not been able to talk
to. You can go so far, but at some point you have to
despair because now you’ve got a big hole. What I
think we’re suggesting across the table is that we
need experts to engage with the ONS to derive—on
the basis of the hardest areas, not the easiest ones,
those areas that are diVerent, not the ones that are
the same—a method to get the counts right. The
objective is not just to win more resources, but to get
the counts right. We can do immense amounts of
data mining with the health service and the various
and sundry databases, and we would like to do that
to inform the imputation methodology for each
borough, possibly diVerently—it is entirely right
that we can be diVerently diVerent.
Duncan Whitfield: It would be fair to say from
Southwark’s point of view that we haven’t engaged
deeply in any imputation discussions at all yet. We
are very focused on maximising our return and on
ensuring that we have captured all the addressed and
the places we need to go to collect the data, but we
remain mindful that that is the next discussion. Colin
is absolutely right that we need local knowledge and
expertise feeding into the process. On the basis of the
last 10 years, we feel that we have got to the point
with the ONS where it has communicated with us
very well and it has been very open with us, but in
terms of the consultation about the process that we
now find ourselves in, the ONS missed a chapter.
That is a bit regrettable, but we are where we are.
Sir Robin Wales: It is perfectly reasonable to take a
position that says that the Census will distribute
billions upon billions of pounds of resources.
Hundreds of millions of pounds will go down the
river for some of us if we don’t get it right. It is
therefore perfectly reasonable for any council that
feels it is being under-counted or not being properly
assessed to engage with the ONS and to say, “We will
work at our data. We will do what we need to do
locally. Indeed, we will do it at our own expense, and
we won’t mind doing that, because it is well worth
our while. In return, we want engagement with you
and an assurance that we’ll count things properly.”
For many councils up and down the country, it
would be just pointless to do that, because they are
all fairly standard and the process wouldn’t be
diYcult. In other areas, it is legitimate for councils to
say, “We will go through an exercise with you and we
will use all our local knowledge and our local
administrative data. We have the many hundreds of
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languages that are spoken and we can get people out
there talking to people. We’ll use all our data, which
is considerable, and we will work with our partners.”
Isn’t that the most sensible way forward? Newham
would happily pay the ONS’s costs on this, if we got
a deal in return that said that whatever the count was
at the end of the day, that was the count that we’d
got. This is just too important to us to be treated in
that way. It could be diVerent in diVerent places. Yes,
we are all doing it slightly diVerently, but we are all
doing it correctly.

Q61 Clive EVord: The ONS has made some changes
to the questions it will ask in the 2011 Census on the
date of entry and length of stay of migrants, and on
people with second homes. Do you think those
changes are adequate, and what diVerence will they
make to the statistics that we collect in relation to
population in your areas?
Colin Barrow: We have one observation to make
about that and it is only slightly oV point. The
Government choose not to count short-term
migrants—in other words, those people who say to
the nice person with the clipboard at Victoria coach
station, “No, I do not intend to stay for longer than
three months.” If you say that, you promptly drop
out of the statistics by choice, not by methodology.
For most councils, that is irrelevant—it is a small
rounding diVerence; it does not matter—but for us it
is probably 10,000 people. Add to that the illegals, of
whom we have a disproportionate amount who are
scarcely likely to engage with this process, and you
have quite a big number of people who consume
services to a degree, but who are either not allowed
or choose not to be part of any statistical analysis.
We would like to find a way to measure them.

Q62 Clive EVord: Can I just broaden out the
question? Do you think that the questions proposed
by the ONS in the 2011 Census will capture the
information necessary accurately to count the
population in your areas? If not, how would you
alter them? What suggestions do you have?
Damian Highwood: It is highly unlikely that those
people who do not wish to be counted will be
counted. The addition of those questions is designed
to catch them, but I think we are in a bit of a catch
in that situation. It is kind of mentioned. Illegal
migrants are unlikely to return a Census form, and
short-term migrants are unlikely to see the
implications for their long-term future in returning a
Census from. Although extra data will be captured
through that mechanism, I doubt it will capture the
sense of what is really happening in any city.

Q63 Clive EVord: Mr. Whitfield, you suggested that
the questions were not adequate for counting the
population in London. Would you like to elaborate
on that?
Duncan Whitfield: It goes back to the point about the
amount of churn in our housing stock and in the
number of visitors who are with us for more than
three months. The questions are only as good as
those who complete the returns. The real fear for me

is that the sensible questions being asked in the
Census are not going to be answered by those we
need the information from. It is the kind of
dichotomy that Damian mentioned.

Q64 Clive EVord: So if you have made those points
to the ONS, what was its reaction to the questions
not being adequate enough and us needing to use
other methodology?
Duncan Whitfield: From our local point of view, we
have not challenged the content of the questions,
given that these were largely processes that were
built over the past three or four years through a
separate process.
Sir Robin Wales: The comment that we got from the
ONS was that it does not think that this is an
appropriate way to distribute resources. That is how
it cops out of it. It says of mid-term estimates in
particular, “DCLG, we don’t think this is right using
these estimates.” DCLG then goes, “Well, some
we’ve got, so we’re going to have to use them.” So
everybody accepts—and ONS accepts—that they
are not right, but that does not matter.

Q65 Clive EVord: Does it give any rationale as to
why? Because it thinks that these figures are
manipulatable by local authorities?
Sir Robin Wales: Because it knows that they are
rubbish and absolute nonsense. It is perfectly well
aware of that—of course it is. If you look at the
number of papers that have been submitted by us all,
you will see that everybody knows that it is a piece of
nonsense. The ONS knows it is nonsense, so it says,
“Don’t use these figures.” DCLG knows it is
nonsense, but says, “We have to use these figures,
because they’re all we’ve got.” It is nonsense and
everybody involved should be ashamed of
themselves.

Q66 Clive EVord: Colin, have you made
representations about the questions and other
methodology, and what has the response been?
Colin Barrow: I am not quite sure if I may disclose
this, but I think I probably should, given the
company we are in. I went with the Chairman of this
very Committee to see a former political head of the
ONS, who is no stranger to financial calculations
and who gets this stuV. The answer was exactly as
Robin put it: “We don’t know and we don’t care.” It
is a pity. There were no statisticians in the room, but
the Minister responsible did not mind that we were
failing to count 10,000 people in Westminster and
however many people it is in the other boroughs. As
Robin says, the attitude is, “That is all we’ve got, so
that’s what we’ll use.” That is a rationalisation, but
it misses the point. We should really just go and get
the information. It’s there and can be got. We had
ethnographers do it for quite small sums of money.

Q67 Clive EVord: It was put to us last week via Tony
Travers that there is an overall envelope of money
and that if we reconfigure how we distribute that
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money, we get back to where we began, with the
same proportions of money being distributed. What
is your reaction to that?
Sir Robin Wales: No, what we will get is people who
should get the money getting the money. The people
who shouldn’t be getting the money, who are living
high oV the hog, are the ones who will lose the
money. It is about fairness. We have had
independent surveys that put us 20,000 up on what
we have.
Colin Barrow: We are in the same position.
Sir Robin Wales: Exactly. It is not unreasonable for
us to say that, given that, we should get the extra
cash that goes with it. Maybe some people will lose
out, but it’s fair. That is the point. At the moment,
we are expected to deal with some very diYcult
populations—in my case, extraordinarily poor
populations—and with all the diYculties we get with
high immigration and all sorts of pressures. We have
to do that with an undercounting of our population.
Never mind the fact that we should be inner London.
I have not even raised that today and I know we all
agree with that—how could we not? Yes, it would
mean that there were losers and winners, but it is not
unreasonable for us to say that we should be
winners.
Clive EVord: You sidetracked into whether Newham
should be inner London. I am from Greenwich.

Q68 Chairman: Some of the other sources of data
that local authorities have drawn upon to support
the argument about population undercount, such as
national insurance numbers and NHS flag 4s,
particularly on the migration side, present
diVerences in the way they pan out for Newham and
Westminster, for example. Those sets of data are
going in opposite directions. Do you have any idea
why that might be?
Michelle Von Ahn: I think Westminster probably has
fewer flag 4s because people don’t necessarily use the
health service there. You have more people using
private health care.
Damian Highwood: It is complex and diYcult to
know the full answer to that question. We suspect
strongly that people who do not want to be known
to the authorities won’t register with GPs and that
people who are workers in Westminster—we have a
young adult population—are unlikely to be
registered with GPs unless they have a particular
reason to register. We think that on our GP register
there is likely to be far more of an undercount than
in most other areas, where GP registration would be
part of normal family life.

Q69 Chairman: So you are saying that the fact that
those sets of data are inconsistent between boroughs
with an undercount problem doesn’t matter?
Sir Robin Wales: They are diVerent groups of people
with diVerent approaches. With the Olympic site,
you attract a lot of people along and there are
diVerent people who won’t be open to this, and then
there are kids from large families. There are diVerent
people. The point is that each of us understands our
population and each of us could put together a

perfectly good case with which to talk to the ONS. I
wouldn’t dream of trying to put a case for
Westminster, just as they couldn’t do it for Newham
or Southwark. We can each do our own and
negotiate that with the ONS. That would be the
way forward.

Q70 Jeremy Corbyn: Mid-year estimates are
supposed to be a mechanism for correcting the
Census. What experience have any of you had of
that and is it an accurate way of doing things?
Michelle Von Ahn: According to ONS, the latest
figures for Newham have our population as 3,700
fewer than we had in 2001, despite 9,000 new
dwellings being added in the borough. This is why
we say that it is not viable or possible that this is
the case.

Q71 Jeremy Corbyn: Do you know how it arrived at
that figure?
Michelle Von Ahn: The standard methodology it
uses appears not to allocate suYcient numbers of
international migrants to Newham, if you look at
the flag 4s and the national insurance numbers, but
we have a large number of people who appear to
move out, and I have suggested to the ONS that it is
not counting them into the borough, but once they
are here they are registered with GPs, and then they
are captured by the mechanism that the ONS uses
for internal migration. When they come into
Newham, they register with a GP, and when they
move out they are counted out of the borough, so
they are not counted in but they are counted out.

Q72 Chairman: Why do very young people register
with a GP in Newham and not in Westminster?
Michelle Von Ahn: Anecdotally, I have heard that
when people come to the borough they are told by
other migrants there that they need to go down to the
electoral registration oYce and register and that they
need to register with a GP. There is a kind of culture
of being able to go through and get yourself into
oYcialdom for some segments of the community.
Young women are more likely to register with GPs
than young men. People who are coming in with
families or elders will register with GPs in order to
access health services.
Colin Barrow: It is no more than a suspicion, but I
suspect that it is because of the size of the black
economy in Westminster. There is a pretty
substantial restaurant and entertainment trade, and
the people who work in that area in the black
economy are not likely to register with authorities at
all, whereas in another part of town there might be
people who are checked into part of the system but
not all of it. That could be why.
Sir Robin Wales: Just to finish with the point on
9,000 dwellings, we also had 20,000 new National
Insurance registrations in a declining population, so
I am surprised at the vast quantities of people who
are leaving the borough and do now know where
they are going. We have had 20,000 new National
Insurance registrations, and the last time we looked
at GP registration there were 12,000 from abroad.
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One of the reasons women don’t get into the first
ante-natal appointments is because a percentage of
them weren’t in the country when they got pregnant.
It is just enormous, and yet our population has
gone down.

Q73 Jeremy Corbyn: On that point, are any
estimates done of the use of casualty units in
hospitals for people who are not registered with
GPs? Do you factor that in anywhere? It seemed to
me that that would be a source of some information.
Damian Highwood: We have looked at that and it
certainly is an issue among certain communities, but
their first port of call with the health service will be
A and E, rather than a GP. To quantify that back for
the population is quite diYcult.
Jeremy Corbyn: I accept that.
Duncan Whitfield: Could I just point out, with
regard to the mid-year estimates, that we have all
seen some really significant changes over the past
five years, partly because of new methodology and
partly because of something we all recognise and
applaud: the recognition that there is a migrant
population that needs to be counted. The issue of
how we are going to count these people in the Census
remains. Putting that into the context of Tony
Travers’ remarks to you last week, the majority of
London councils are still on the grant floor and, with
a very tough settlement ahead, are likely to be
heading south of that. These numbers are so
significant in protecting our funding position that,
again, it reinforces our need to get that imputation
figure right and to maximise our count at source.
Tim McNally: The ONS estimates that we have a
temporary, short-term population of 21,000, and
that would be worth £12.5 million to us. Even then,
it estimates that there is a 289,000 population in
Southwark. We have 320,000 people registered with
GPs, so there is still a big disparity between the need
and the resource provided.

Q74 Jeremy Corbyn: Could I just bring up two issues
before we finish on this matter? What is the
estimated cost to each of your boroughs of
supporting the Census, and what additional funding
have you been oVered or asked for? Additionally,
and in summary, what are the main challenges on
counting the population of boroughs, because we
obviously want to produce a report that reflects the
issues facing everyone in London? Although I accept
a lot of what you say about the diYculties, what are
the main challenges in doing it, in summary?
Colin Barrow: I think we’ve quantified the figure for
our support to the Census at about £300,000 in
Westminster. The reasons that we cite for diYculty of
counting are the following six. Suspicion and
mistrust of authority; the largest illegal migrant
population in the UK, probably.
Sir Robin Wales: Oh!
Colin Barrow: I say “probably” because it would
take a while to resolve the dispute between us, which
is sort of the point. Then there is fear of authority—a
lot of people come here because they don’t like where
they’ve been, and it’s authority that is the reason

why they don’t like where they’ve been; lack of
cultural understanding—some countries have no
tradition of Census, engaging with authorities and
getting involved in all that, and I am briefed that
Somalia is one such; language barriers—only 30% of
children in school speak English as a first language,
so that means 70% of their parents probably didn’t
and very possibly still don’t, and I know, Chairman,
that you know where they are; churn—a 28%
turnover of people every year—we believe that our
short-term migrants are 50% higher than the next
highest local authority in the UK; and students—
we’ve got 15,000 students living in Westminster, who
are notoriously diYcult to count and engage with.
Sir Robin Wales: A number of those would be
similar to ours—students and a number of other
things. I think there is also, in our case, a complex
mix of population, because there are so many
diVerent communities it’s quite diYcult and
complex. It’s not like you’ve got one or two
communities. You’ve got a whole pile of
communities. Our churn is very significant. It’s
really hard to then count and follow that, if they
keep moving around. Residency type: again, a
number of our families are very overcrowded. The
figures say we’re the most overcrowded borough in
the country. Large families: a number of the
comments about the nature of some of the families
and some of the communities that we have would be
diYcult—we have a very high Somalian population
as it happens, so we get some of that too. And,
indeed, high inward migration: we do a whole pile of
things, looking at our population, and interestingly
the population that comes in is poorer than the
population that goes out, because we do a very
interesting household panel that says this is a place
people come, they get started, they go out, but
they’re coming from all sorts of backgrounds and are
not used to doing certain things.

Q75 Jeremy Corbyn: And the cost to your borough
of participation in the Census?
Sir Robin Wales: We don’t have that figure. Well, I
haven’t got it with me; but our view would be very
strongly that we would be happy to spend more if we
could get people’s attention and get them to do the
right count, because compared with the benefits
from it it’s loose change.2 It’s a mere bagatelle to the
Mayor of London, isn’t it—£300,000? He doesn’t
even notice it. [Interruption.] It’s chicken feed.
Jeremy Corbyn: I’m not a Daily Telegraph reader.
Tim McNally: We’ve estimated the resources that
we’ll be providing to Census at £250,000. We’ve been
given no financial support. I echo most of the
comments of colleagues. We have the largest Somali
population, for example, in London. What we need
is a diVerent approach. If you compare two maps
side by side, and one is the map of index of multiple
deprivation, and one is the electoral services returns,
they are virtually identical, and we know where we
need to go.3 The crazy thing is if we were designing
this whole system of counting population from

2 Ev 147
3 Ev 145 and 146
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scratch the last people we’d be asking to do it are the
ONS. We’d be going to the local authorities. We
register the births and deaths; we know who’s
registered through our partners the PCT. We know
how many children are in schools. It’s crazy that the
ONS is doing this. It probably has a role to audit this
and approve our methodology, but really this should
be with local authorities.

Q76 Jeremy Corbyn: How much consultation has
there been with any of you as boroughs on
preparation for the next Census?
Michelle Von Ahn: We have had a fair amount.
Jeremy Corbyn: Quite a bit.
Michelle Von Ahn: Yes.

Q77 Jeremy Corbyn: Robin, would you be able to
give us a rough estimate of the cost to you?
Sir Robin Wales: Yes, of course. It won’t be far
diVerent from these, but we’ll do that—and we’ll
inflate it a bit as well, just in case you’re giving us it
back.

Q78 Chairman: To return to the issue of the address
register, what confidence do you have in the integrity
of the address register—you have already referred to
this in your opening remarks—and what proposals
have you made on the basis of the variances and the
errors that I know you have already found? Can you
run through them, quickly?
Tim McNally: We have little confidence in this area
at the moment. Between now and Census day, we
will add another 2,000 properties in Southwark and
we send oV near-daily additions to the address
register. What we do not get are the anomalies sent
back to us and that would be really helpful. For
things such as the national fraud initiative, we send
oV our data. It is all compared and collated, and we
get the anomalies back and we deal with them. In
this case, with the national address register, we are
not getting the data back and we really need it.
Chairman: So it’s not confirming those variations.
Tim McNally: No, we send it to them, it compares it
to the Post OYce and so on, but it does not then send
it back to us. All we have had is a tentative, “Oh we
might be able to send it back to you” from ONS.
Duncan Whitfield: I would add that intellectual
property has been mooted as the reason for not
being able to feed that information back to us. That
would be a really helpful bone to crack, I think.
Damian Highwood: I echo what Duncan said about
the problem. Not having access to the full list means
that checking the anomalies that we have been given,
as local authorities, is almost impossible, because
you do not know where it fits in with a full list of
addresses that the ONS has. Westminster has 6,000
anomalies in its address list, which is the largest of
any authority in the country, and that is causing us
enormous problems. So we have no confidence that
the address list will be robust, unless we can have
sight of the full list and then we will work very hard
to get rid of all those anomalies before Census day.

Q79 Chairman: Just paint us a picture of what those
6,000 anomalies are. Are they somewhere that can be
geographically mapped? Are they tenure specific?
What do we really know about them?
Damian Highwood: We’ve mapped them and they
are all over the city—everywhere. We haven’t found
a relationship between tenure. Obviously, with
Westminster—and all inner London—you have very
complex addresses. They are going to be flats,
apartments, subdivided flats, with diVerent names
for flats—As and Bs and one to six. We are
completely unable to rectify those without seeing the
full list.

Q80 Chairman: And you have asked. This is an
ongoing conversation with you and ONS to have
access?
Damian Highwood: It’s the same issue. ONS cannot
release the full list because the intellectual property
rights of the individual address list reside with
Ordnance Survey and the Post OYce.
Chairman: But they haven’t come up with any idea
on how to respect the intellectual property list while
improving—
Damian Highwood: They have mentioned that in
June or July they may be able to release something,
but they are in negotiations with the original address
owners. By that point, if you have 6,000 addresses to
match, it becomes a very arduous piece of work in a
short span of time.
Sir Robin Wales: We’ve found 1,267 new addresses
in the Census. There’s just lots of them. It’s complex.
People building things in their back garden are
calling that an address and it is very complex. I find
it extraordinary that data is not shared. It is
unbelievable.

Q81 Chairman: Are there any special measures you
can take, or will consider taking this autumn, in
terms of your own electoral register or other
databases that you or your partner NHS can have to
increase the quality of your own data, so that you
can ensure that that is a basis for cross-checking?
Duncan Whitfield: We will certainly have a team—
well, the team is in place now and working—that will
continue to work up until the last possible moment
to make sure that we have the most accurate
database that we can prepare. Again, without being
able to share that and compare it, we are in a very
diYcult position, particularly with the amount of
new build going on.

Q82 Chairman: What about the expectation of the
postal delivery and hand delivery? What
negotiations are going on between the boroughs and
the ONS to identify those places that need to be
hand-delivered and those that can be posted? Do
you have any concerns about that?
Michelle Von Ahn: We still haven’t heard what
allocation London local authorities are likely to get
nationally. It was supposed to be 5% hand delivery,
but we don’t know how that’s actually going to be
distributed, so we don’t really know.
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Q83 Chairman: What are you pitching for as
boroughs? Would you expect that Newham’s,
Westminster’s and Southwark’s would be primarily
hand-delivered, and that the 80% would be the
relatively easier to count in areas outside London, or
will there be a proportion within each borough?
Tim McNally: One would hope so. The vast majority
of our borough is diYcult to count. To relate it to
electoral registration, for example, when we post it
out, we get a 25% response. When we go out on foot,
we get up to 90%. That is the diVerence. The posting
route just doesn’t work for us in Southwark.

Q84 Chairman: What’s your calculation in Newham
and Westminster?
Damian Highwood: To the Audit Commission’s
place survey, which is carried out in every local
authority, we got a 23% response, which is the
second worst in the country after Oldham, we
believe. We also know that the respondents were
overwhelmingly white British, so those people who
did return the form weren’t at all representative of
our community at large.

Q85 Chairman: That feeds back into the reliability of
the Newham pilot, doesn’t it?
Sir Robin Wales: Indeed, and on the pilot it was a
26% response rate. It was the lowest in the country,
just under Birmingham, which is not really
surprising. Everything reinforces everything else. It
is all the same—the same populations and the same
problems—and it’s exactly what you’d expect to get.
Trying to get people to answer doors can be
extraordinarily diYcult.

Q86 Chairman: Has the ONS fed back to you on the
results of the rehearsal?
Michelle Von Ahn: No, we’ve just had the
percentage. They’ve just told us numbers.

Q87 Chairman: What are you expecting to be the
next stage? What dialogue or response to that are
you expecting from the ONS?
Michelle Von Ahn: They’re not going to process any
of the responses. I’m hoping that they will provide us
with some information about which areas they
found very diYcult to count and where the lowest
response rates were in order to help us think about
how to engage with those communities.
Sir Robin Wales: Just to remind you, they didn’t do
the hardest communities. They didn’t do the
communities that Michelle had identified as the
hardest to contact.

Q88 Chairman: I know Jeremy’s going to ask a few
more general questions about the way in which the
boroughs can be involved, but why not? Presumably,
before that rehearsal started, you sat down with
them and said, “This is exactly what we expect. We
can predict this. We can take you through what we
think is likely to happen. Here is where you’re going
to find diYculty, and here are the contacts.” Who did

you involve? What steps did you take to say, “Let’s
get the Newham communities part of this process to
help improve the response rate?”
Sir Robin Wales: We said, “These are the places we
would wish to go; these are the places where we want
to see what is happening.” Then we worked with
them, but they didn’t go to the hardest communities.
They just didn’t do it. We asked them to, but they
didn’t do it. Why they didn’t do it, I don’t really
know.

Q89 Chairman: Is it because, as they start from the
point where they don’t understand your population,
they don’t know who they’re missing? We’re asking
people to prove a negative. If they have no idea what
it is really like in Newham, Westminster houses in
multiple occupation or parts of Southwark—
Sir Robin Wales: I can only presume. On this, I
honestly, genuinely do not understand the thinking
process that’s going on. Mostly you can see the
thinking process people have and understand what
they are doing. I have no idea. Why would they not
go to the areas we said were the hardest? Why would
they not try to tackle them or find out about them?
Why would they not engage on the things that we are
talking about? Why did they not say, “Actually, this
is really diYcult for us; we’d better try and think.” I
honestly don’t understand. Everybody else I
understand. I don’t understand the thought process.

Q90 Chairman: And when you sit down with them
eyeball to eyeball and ask them those questions—
when you actually sit down in front of them at a table
and say, “Why don’t you do this?”—what do they
say?
Michelle Von Ahn: They have to go back and consult
with their colleagues. We believed that Newham was
originally selected because of its hard-to-count
characteristics, as a test for the Census. When they
selected the areas that they chose, we then went back
and said, “You’ve missed out the very hardest
areas.” They eventually added in a few
supplementary enumeration districts, but we don’t
know whether they were necessarily included in the
count, because they had primary and secondary
areas that they hoped to do and supplementary areas
that we helped them select. When I asked them,
“Why did you not include this area?” They said,
“We’ve chosen Newham for its student population.”
It was not about the sort of wider range of hard-to-
countness; it was about other characteristics.

Q91 Chairman: They didn’t want to do a rehearsal in
Westminster because it was such an outlier.
Colin Barrow: Too hard.
Damian Highwood: The point that Michelle made
goes to the core of the matter. They said that because
they were doing Newham, there was no need to do
Westminster. They were already doing the hardest to
count parts of London, but obviously that did not
turn out to be the case.
Colin Barrow: And they are hardest to count in
diVerent ways. I can only speculate, but I suspect it
is because they are looking for typicality as opposed
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to exceptions. We are drawing to their attention
exceptions. We are not like very many other places.
We are not even like each other.
Sir Robin Wales: It is not like it was an example of
what the figure is like. When it comes to judging
international migration levels, they have grouped
Newham with Tower Hamlets and Redbridge.
Anyone who knows those three boroughs knows that
that is just ludicrous. Tower Hamlets has two
cultures. They have grouped us because we have got
high numbers from the sub-continent, but actually
the big groups we have had coming in recently have
beenBangladeshis, Africansand EasternEuropeans.
We are so diverse it is not true. To group us with
Redbridge is just plain stupid. But, they have done
that, and it does not matter how much I say, “Guys,
these are not the same populations.” There are wee
bits that are the same, but there is no place like
Newham. I suspect there is no place like Westminster.
There is just no place like it. They can see that.

Q92 Chairman: I think the question is how much are
Newham, Westminster and Southwark so diVerent
from the rest of the country.
Sir Robin Wales: You know what London’s like.
Everything’s diVerent.
Chairman: The last question to this group is on
community engagement.

Q93 Jeremy Corbyn: Just a general point really. You
are obviously all concerned about wanting accurate
counting done. What are you doing as boroughs to
raise the profile of the Census? Where there are
concerns about cross-fertilisation or cross-use of
information, for example, regarding benefit records
and that kind of concern, how are you able to allay
people’s fears? It is obviously in everyone’s interest to
have the most accurate Census return possible, but
there are serious problems about raising the profile of
it andpersuadingpeople tobe involved.Are thereany
initiatives you aredoing on this thatwe mightwant to
include in our report?
Tim McNally: In Southwark, we have already
engaged with our volunteer sector. That is about
3,000 volunteers. We have talked to 200 voluntary
and community sector organisations to start raising
the profile of the Census. At the time of recruitment,
we get these people involved. I think we all know as
politicians that when you go canvassing and go door
to door with a diverse group of people, you get the
best response by picking the most appropriate person
to send to that door. In Southwark, over 100
languages are spoken to our customer service centre.
Jeremy Corbyn: In my experience, the candidate is
always sent.
Tim McNally: But we need to recruit people from
these communities. We’ve got Somalis, Sierra
Leoneans and a huge number of Bangladeshis. The
best person to go and get data from them and to allay
their fears is someone from that community.

Q94 Jeremy Corbyn: What about data sharing? Do
you get questions on that? The reason I ask the
question is an estimate was given to us last week that

the last Census was significantly under-counted
largelybecauseofahang-over fromthepoll tax.Even
though the poll tax had gone, there was a suspicion
that this information would be passed on to
somebody else. Are you picking that up still or not?
Duncan Whitfield: I don’t think we are, no. As I
mentioned, we are certainly looking to the next 10
years to make sure that we’ve got a good base of
shared data in place forwhen we get to the conclusion
of the Census. But, if there is anything that we feel
would aVect penetration of our population at the
moment, it is similar to Colin’s list. We are looking
particularly at some very deprived areas and the
diYcult places to go, where even with door knocking,
it is a challenging arena togo into.We werediscussing
only this morning that when politicians do go door
knocking, they find some properties where the only
people who speak English are the children. The
penetration into schools is going to be awfully
important for us over the next year or so.
Colin Barrow: May I just make a point about door
knocking? It isn’t door knocking at all; it’s entry
phone pressing. If you visualise for a moment what it
is like when you are in a three-bedroom semi and
someone knocks on the door, the immediate instinct
is to open it. But if you are in a block of flats in a
diYcult environment and there is a buzzer with
somebody with some oYcial-sounding
gobbledygook on the phone and you do not
understand it,because it isnotyourfirst languageand
the entry phone does not work very well and crackles
a lot, you hang up and that’s it—the person does not
get any further. They do not get further with the guy
next door either. Some 85% of our properties in
Westminster are like that.
Michelle Von Ahn: For the Census rehearsal,
Newham had quite an interesting use of the young
mayor to engage with young people. He was able to
eVectively communicate why the Census was
important for young people living in Newham,
because the funding will be based on resources that
their children will use. I think that that was a really
interesting and useful way to engage with young
people. Newham also helped and supported ONS by
puttingout twopublicity pieces inThe NewhamMag,
which goes to all the households in the borough. That
also emphasised that this is completely confidential,
is not linked to anything else and has nothing to do
with benefits.
Sir Robin Wales: One of the things we are planning to
do, once we have evaluated the exercise and post the
election, is drawup a campaign todo absolutely what
we can and throw oV some ideas. But it is still a bit
early for us. We wanted to see the results and lessons
learnt from this. If ONS feed us back anything
eVective, that would be quite helpful. If it can tell us
what it perceives and give us information, that would
be very helpful for us in drawing up a campaign. We
are quite keen on that.
Michelle Von Ahn: We certainly hope that Capita will
do a lot more engagement with us in order to be able
to get local people employed and doing it.
Sir Robin Wales: Absolutely.
Michelle Von Ahn: That will be absolutely key in
getting local knowledge and languages in order to get
maximum enumeration.
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Sir Robin Wales: It’s funny: we all spend our time
sending people a letter of registration, so you would
think that at somepoint somebodywouldsay, “These
guys might have some experience and expertise at
going around and getting people and their names.”
We are actually pretty good, I think, on the electoral
registration. You would think at some point that
ONS would say, “Why don’t we talk to them and
work through that system?” After all, it is the system
that we use every single year, because we are really
interested in it as politicians.

Q95Chairman:Youmeanto sayyouhaven’thad that
conversation with them?
Michelle Von Ahn: One of the things that I think has
been suggested to ONS is that they should look to be
able to second local authority staV, but that was not
received particularly well at the last meeting that we
attended. They have standard employment
procedures and did not seem to be too keen on
exploring this. I think it is a way forward for local
populations.

Q96 Jeremy Corbyn: Have you made that as a direct
suggestion to them?
Michelle Von Ahn: Yes.
Jeremy Corbyn: Presumably you have done the same
in your other authorities?
Michelle Von Ahn: It was at a local authorities
meeting with ONS to discuss the logistics, and that
was one of the proposals that came up.
Damian Highwood: It was an issue that the core cities
group raised and ONS has given a list of reasons why
it would be too diYcult to put into its arrangements
the secondment of local authority staV to the Census
enumeration process.
Sir Robin Wales: Some 30% of staV at local. How are
you able to talk or deal with people when only 30%
knowthearea?Given thedramaticdiVerences,arewe
going to get people from Havering who have no idea
what it is like in the area?
Michelle Von Ahn: Or Reading—we had someone
from Reading.

Q97 Clive EVord: I asked one of the expert witnesses
that we had last week about local knowledge and his
answer was that it does not count and that what you
need is access to diVerent languages. So there was
nothing on the ground at a local level that made any
diVerence; it was about being able to enter into a
dialogue with the people you are trying to count if
they needed assistance with language. What do you
have to say about that?
Michelle Von Ahn: That was not the experience
reported by Birmingham, where someone saw two
diVerent enumerators go down the street. One was
Asian and the other was not. The one that was not
Asian came back much more quickly and had not

been able to get any responses, whereas the Asian
enumerator had been able to talk to them and get the
responses.

Q98 Clive EVord: But that was about language,
presumably.Thatwashis answer—that languagewas
the important thing, not local knowledge.
Michelle Von Ahn: And brown skin. They were much
more likely to engage with someone who looked like
them.
Sir Robin Wales: Even if that was true, where are you
going to get the people with the languages if not in the
local community? It just makes lots of sense. We do it
anyway. The other frustrating thing is that we do it
every year anyway. We have people who have been
doing it for many years and have skills. Even if they
know the area, know the people and know how to
communicate, it is also about when you go. If you go
after the kids are back from school, you will have an
English speaker there soyoucandoall sortsof things.
Given that we have the expertise, why is it not being
used? I find that diYcult to comprehend.

Q99 CliveEVord: If I recall rightly, although Ihaven’t
seen the transcripts of the evidence yet, one of the
points was that you couldgo down a street and knock
on thedoorof someone fromthe Indiansubcontinent
or someone from eastern Europe, so you would need
to be multilingual to cope on the doorstep. It is the
back-up access to the language that counts, not the
local knowledge.
Duncan Whitfield: It is more likely that the local
enumerators would be equipped with local authority
data that would help them to measure their work
down the street. You could be quite selective about
where you sent your enumerators to get the best
value. I would appreciate a view from colleagues on
another point, if I may speculate. The ONS has
entered into a number of contracts that we are
struggling to soak information from, be it the
enumerator contract or elements of the IT system—
theweb-basedsolution.Wearenotquite surehowit is
going to work. I know that the web-based solution
had a very ambitious target of something like a 25%
return rate, which we all probably felt was a bit
ambitious first time around. Is that draining resource
from the rest of the system to provide more
enumerators? I think there is also a call centre
contract. I am very uncertain about how that will
interface with anything we can do to help. Some
certainty on those issues might help to clarify the
position.

Q100 Chairman: Thank you very, very much for this
evidence. May I ask you one last question for a one-
word answer? Is there any risk that 2011 will repeat
2001? Is there a real risk as things stand that the same
level of undercounting will happen?
All Witnesses: Yes.
Chairman: If there is anything that you think the
Committee could benefit from later, please feel free to
feed it in.Thankyouverymuchforyour evidence.We
very much appreciate it.
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Q101 Chairman: Thank you very much to our next
group of witnesses. We greatly appreciate your
attendance. I think that you were all watching all or
most of that session, so you are clear about how we
are going to proceed.
Can I ask if you would kindly introduce yourselves
briefly and without giving much of an introductory
statement, so that we can probe some of the issues in
questions? Mr. Grover.
Hugh Grover: Good afternoon. I am Hugh Grover.
I am the director of funding at London Councils,
which is the representative body for the 32 boroughs,
the City of London Metropolitan Police Authority
and the London Fire Brigade.
Steve Doogue: I am Steve Doogue. I am finance and
policy manager at London Councils. I deal mostly
with finance and funding issues facing local
authorities in London.
Eileen Howes: I am Eileen Howes. I work for the
Greater London authority. I am a statistician. I lead
a consortium of the GLA, functional bodies like
Transport for London and the Metropolitan Police
and all the London boroughs on all Census issues
except finance.
John Hollis: I am John Hollis. I am a demographic
consultant at the GLA. Most of my work is involved
in being a user of the Census data and integrating
that data into our own estimates and projections of
population at borough and ward level, as well as
analysing migration issues within London. I am also
the local authority lead on the Central and Local
Information Partnership Census advisory group to
the OYce for National Statistics on the 2011 census.

Q102 Chairman: It is very helpful that you have been
listening to some of the earlier evidence, as you can
complement it and add to our understanding. To
start with, from the London-wide perspective—we
have been hearing from the individual boroughs—
what are the views of the GLA and London Councils
on how London’s services, which are funded on the
basis of a population count that is fed through the
Census and mid-year estimates, have been aVected
since the results of 2001 have been fed through?
What impact has that had on London?
Hugh Grover: Without doubt, dramatic. You picked
up on some of that with the previous witnesses. This
data feeds through into a number of critical areas for
London boroughs. Not only does it influence the
funding that flows through from central
Government—as far as we can tell, some 65 per cent.
of the funding for London boroughs comes through
that central funding route—but it is used to inform
policy decisions around service delivery and service
structure over time. So, all in all, if the numbers are
wrong, the decisions become wrong; if the numbers
are wrong, the funding does not flow through.
Steve Doogue: I would add that it is important to
focus not only on the head count that is coming out
of the Census but on funding that is tied to specific
socio-economic and demographic characteristics,
which tend to be systematically undercounted,
mostly in the census. For example, the funding for

children’s social services is determined by the
number of children who are not in good health. So it
is not just the head count that matters but the
characteristics.

Q103 Chairman: That, of course, is one of the issues
that we were probing earlier, about the extent to
which the accuracy of the imputed element of the
data has a specific impact upon London. If the
profile of the imputed data does not recognise the
hard-to-count groups, does that have a particularly
severe impact on how resources are shared out?
John Hollis: Yes. It has an impact on what you are
actually getting as your estimate in the first place,
because if you’ve only got—as in Westminster and
Kensington—a 60 to 70% response, then it’s the
other 30 or 40% that you’re trying to impute.
Therefore, whatever you do, it’s going to have a very
high degree of uncertainty attached to it. So the fair
funding issue is, in a sense, very secondary to that.

Q104 Chairman: But at the time, the ONS was very
robust. I was having discussions with the ONS after
2001–02, when it was absolutely firm in its belief that
you could impute 20% of the population with the
same accuracy that you could impute 3%. Is that not
something that you would agree with?
John Hollis: Well, I don’t think that they agree that
now, because they are changing their methodology,
introducing more variables and talking to local
authorities of the worst sort—in terms of their
likelihood of having hard-to-count areas. They’re
asking them, “How do you compare our estimates
with your own data? What do you use to assess it?”
So they’re trying to get more local information into
their system. So, yes, they’ve learned some lessons on
improving the process. But if you don’t get a very
high response rate in the first place, you’re really
making it very hard for yourself.

Q105 Chairman: Do you believe the ONS has
learned its lessons? Has it learned suYciently from
what went wrong in 2001?
Hugh Grover: I think they have understood the
lessons. I’m not sure they’re actually applying the
learning on the ground. Again, you heard earlier that
London is such a complex environment. To say that
you can take a national process and then apply it
into this phenomenally complex environment—
intuitively that just feels that it cannot be right.
When you look at the impact of these figures, in my
understanding it is often the hard-to-count areas
where you have the populations with the highest
needs as well. So if you’re imputing from a low base
of hard-to-count areas, you’re missing out huge
swathes of high-need people.

Q106 Mr. Slaughter: May I ask a little bit more
about your relationship with ONS? Do you think
that it is trying to understand the diYculties that
you’ve pointed out and is responding to them? If it
is not, what’s the next stage? In the previous session
we heard that the problems were made clear. But the
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Census will happen and we need to get the best
results possible. From your experience of dealing
with ONS, what is it not understanding and what are
you doing to correct that?
Hugh Grover: On a personal level I have had no
direct contact with ONS and as an organisation our
contact has been limited. I am not aware that it has
come to us as a representative body across London
to talk these issues through.

Q107 Chairman: Does that surprise you?
Hugh Grover: It astounds me. We are an
organisation with a track record of bringing the
boroughs together on these pan-London issues and
facilitating discussions and the development of
solutions. We have not been asked to do that as yet.
We have had some involvement. My colleague Steve
has been to some regional events that ONS has
prepared and colleagues in communications have
been to regional communication groups. But beyond
that there has been little contact.
Eileen Howes: I am a member of the CLIP Census
sub-group; John mentioned that he has chaired the
local authorities side of that. I am a member of the
UK Census design and methodology advisory
committee, which oversees a lot of the Census
methodology, not the estimates methodology. I am
also a member of the output working group and a
member of the national statistics working group on
ethnicity and identity. So my engagement is almost
the opposite and is almost total. I have had a lot of
contact. A lot of the messages from 2001 have got
through. There is a lot more eVort now to get the
population figures right to avoid the bun fight about
money that happened in 2001 because of the
problems in Westminster and other places. A lot of
time and eVort was wasted because ONS got the
population figures wrong in some areas. There was a
lot of hard work put in from the local government
side to try and get that put right. It is preparing
address lists at great expense now to try and avoid
some of the problems. It has learned other lessons
from disclosure-control methodologies—things
further down the line, when it gets the statistics out.
Hopefully, it is improving its methods for dealing
with that. But other things are going wrong,
particularly the employment of local people. I think
we all feel so strongly about it: it was raised in the
previous session. The No. 1 issue of the moment is
that local people are not being employed. On the
methods that have been adopted, including
contracting out the recruitment to Capita, currently
Capita is advertising for address checkers for the
process that is going on this year. If you look at the
Capita website advertising these jobs, most of east
London was listed under the east of England region,
not under London at all: Ilford, Barking,
Dagenham, parts of Newham—not all of it. I had
previous enumerators from 2001 coming round
looking for where the jobs in Ilford, which is where
I worked, were advertised. They were advertised
under the East of England region. When they
phoned the website, they were told Ilford was with
Uttlesford in Essex. Actually, it’s not; it’s a diVerent

place called Redbridge. It’s a complete disaster in
terms of employing local people because local people
in east London want to apply and they can’t find the
jobs. It doesn’t bode well for employment of
collectors and enumerators.

Q108 Chairman: Have you had a chance to raise that
with them?
Eileen Howes: Yes. They said they would look at it.
Some of east London was then moved back but not
all of it. Then a lot of Berkshire appeared in London.
So Reading is in London. Words fail me sometimes
as to how it has got to this sort of mess. You will
never get local people employed if the jobs are
advertised under the East of England region,
because people will not look there. That is an
example of things that are likely to go wrong if you
don’t employ local people. I worked in the field for
the last three censuses and I fully endorse what was
said about getting flexibility, getting the right people
at street level. We had particular streets where there
were largely Muslim families and they would only
open the door to someone who was or who looked
like a Muslim. We just picked the right enumerator
and sent them down and they got all the forms back.
There was no problem. It was a fear of opening the
door to people who did not look like them or looked
like white men in suits, for example. You need the
flexibility in the street in London to send the right
people round. We are missing out on that at the
moment.

Q109 Mr. Slaughter: Just briefly—there is someone
called the Census Champion for London, Barry
Quirk, who is Chief Executive of Lewisham.
Eileen Howes: Yes.

Q110 Mr. Slaughter: Presumably his job is to make
these points to channels that are available. Is that
working or not?
Eileen Howes: We have talked to Barry Quirk quite
a lot. We made contact with him as soon as his name
was announced as regional champion. I had an early
meeting with him to talk about what I thought the
Census issues for London were. We invited him to
talk at our London Census user group, which
comprises borough oYcers. We have been invited to
all his events. We are planning meetings with him
and, we hope, the Mayor, if we can get that arranged.
We have engaged with him quite extensively.
John Hollis: We have had quite a lot of engagement
with ONS but it has not necessarily been about
representing London; it has been because we are
experts in the Census field and we represent local
government across England and Wales. In some
groups, it has been very positive in learning from
2001. In the definitions working group, for instance,
we developed the process of having questions on
second residences and for the questioning for 2011 to
encompass all visitors—all persons present—rather
than just focusing on usual residents. Those are areas
where specifically lessons have been totally learned
by ONS, in terms of whom they should be
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approaching to try to improve the poor response rate
in London’s diYcult environment. We have also
been involved in a Census estimates working group,
which as I mentioned earlier is about bringing in
more data from individual local authorities, asking,
“What do you do and how do you do it?”, so as to
enhance the process. We expect the Census director
to meet the Mayor in the next few weeks. He said he
would and it is just a matter of fixing diaries. That
has now become a more formal engagement with
the GLA.

Q111 Chairman: Do you think that across the board
local authorities with their own data are so
impressive that that is a hugely valuable resource? Or
in practice is there—not necessarily a lot of criticism
or blame—a lot of variation on things such as
electoral registration? Is it the case, as you heard
earlier, that if all this were handed over to local
government we would not have any problems?
John Hollis: No. You have to have a central
harmonised focus on the Census but to integrate
with as much local knowledge as you can to get the
improvements on the ground in the enumeration
process. The current arrangements with Census
liaison managers and assistant Census liaison
managers are supposed to do that, to bring more
local knowledge into the ONS environment, so they
can improve what they do on the ground. We haven’t
yet seen how they are going to get down to the nitty
gritty of where they are going to deliver by hand, for
instance, or where they are going to follow up
exactly with resources. London is likely to be better
oV than its 14% share of the country, but how exactly
that is done is another matter. To leave it to
individual local authorities, I think, is a recipe for
total disaster.

Q112 Clive EVord: Mr. Grover, what changes to the
ONS methodology would you like to see? In your
evidence, you have indicated that you are concerned
about the use of standardised questions and the
counting of hard-to-count populations. Have you
suggested any changes to the ONS, and if so, what
are they?
Hugh Grover: We haven’t specifically suggested any
changes, as I mentioned earlier. We have not had any
real contact with ONS yet, although I am trying to
organise a meeting at the moment with one of their
directors. The point that we are trying to make
particularly is the one that we touched on earlier. We
have a standard national methodology for carrying
out the Census that doesn’t accommodate hard-to-
count areas, which proliferate in London. The
methodology needs to be tweaked so that focus can
be given to those hard-to-count areas: either
community liaison, or local recruitment of people to
go out and hand over the forms. There is evidence
that a form delivered and picked up is much more
likely to get a response than a form posted and a
requirement for someone to put it in the post and
send it back again, particularly with all the issues
that you heard in the previous evidence session
about the complexities of London’s population and
all the reasons why some elements of that population

might even be resistant to filling in the Census, or
might not recognise the need for and benefit of it. All
that points to the fact that there needs to be a much
more specific and targeted process in London. That
does not necessarily need, in my view, to lead to
skewed results. What we have at the moment is
skewed results, because London was so badly
undercounted last time that it was inevitable that
London was going to be skewed in the way that we
have seen. Bear in mind that that rolls through for 10
years until the new data comes in.

Q113 Clive EVord: Do you think that enough has
been done? Do you think that there will be an
enormous impact on the distribution of resources for
London as a consequence of the 2011 Census if we
don’t learn the lessons?
Hugh Grover: I have not seen anything to date to
give me confidence that 2011 will be any more
successful than 2001. If you look at the Newham
trial and the 23% response rate, that doesn’t fill you
with confidence that the Census will have the
response that it needs. Response rates in 2001, if I
can refer to my notes, ranged in London from 79%—
the 10 lowest response rates of the country were in
London—in Lambeth and 72% in Hackney. You
could argue that Westminster was an outlier; I
believe it was 64%. Ten inner London boroughs
made up the 10 lowest response rates. We have just
seen Newham do a trial and only get 23%.

Q114 Clive EVord: Can I play devil’s advocate for a
bit? If we managed to improve the methodology
across the board so that London gets a more
accurate count but so does everybody else, given that
there’s an overall limit to the resources available, so
what? What diVerence would it make? Would it
make a dramatic change in the amount of resources
allocated to areas?
Hugh Grover: It’s about relativity, isn’t it? We need
to close the gap between the success rate in London
and the success rate on average across the rest of the
country. London is so far behind that it inevitably
skews resources. In our submission, just to give an
indication, changes made in 2007, with a loss of
100,000 from the count—I look to Steve to correct
me if I get this wrong—resulted in a £130 million loss
of undamped grant for London. The number was
100,000 out, and £130 million went with it. It is
significant.
Steve Doogue: The point that Tony Travers has made
is that if the population is undercounted by the same
amount in every authority, you’re right, there would
be no distributional consequences, but there are a
number of factors which mean that London is
disproportionately undercounted—for one thing,
high levels of migration and population turnover.
ONS’s short-term migration statistics, for example,
which they’ve just put out, show that one third of
short-term workers are in London. To the extent that
they are less likely to fill in a Census, London is going
to be undercounted.
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Q115 Jeremy Corbyn: What is the cost estimate
you’ve got of conducting the Census as far as local
government is concerned?
John Hollis: Every local authority at the moment is
putting two oYcers in position to assist over a period
of two years. Two oYcers—it is not full time; there
are diVerent costs in diVerent authorities. It could
easily be £100,000 directly to try and improve the
response rate, let alone any analysis or any other
work they may have done to try and correct the
problems created by 2001.
Hugh Grover: We have not been commissioned to
survey our members on this subject, although
obviously there is a much greater focus coming now
on the Census. It may be that our members will ask
us to survey shortly. Westminster gave an estimate of
£250,000 earlier. Our experience of doing this kind of
survey across our membership is that you could, as a
rough rule of thumb, extrapolate that, which would
take you to something in the region of £7.5 million
to £8 million.

Q116 Jeremy Corbyn: Has that money from the
ONS been forthcoming, or are local governments
expected to find it from their own resources?
Hugh Grover: I am not aware that anything has
come through from the ONS, but I would not wish
to go on record saying that is a fact because I don’t
know. I am not aware that any funds are flowing
through.
John Hollis: ONS supported the direct local
government costs in the test which took place in
Camden and other places in 2007, and the rehearsal
in Newham, but that was because the support was
not going to come back with any data from those
exercises—it was just to try and improve the whole
process. There is no plan to reimburse for what is
happening with census liaison managers and
assistance census liaison managers for the Census
proper.

Q117 Jeremy Corbyn: You are both London-wide
organisations. Are you making any further
submissions to the ONS about recruitment of
enumerators?
Hugh Grover: Certainly. As I mentioned earlier, I am
now seeking a meeting with one of the senior
directors on the Census. The whole range of issues
that we have been talking about today and put in our
submission will be issues that I will take up with him.
John Hollis: Similarly, the discussions we now have
planned with the Mayor and the Census director will
cover those sorts of matters as well as any other ways
in which the Mayor can use his influence to support
Londoners actually filling in the forms.

Q118 Jeremy Corbyn: The final question from me is
are you satisfied with the adequacy of arrangements
for the Census address register? From everything
you have said, and everything that’s been said, I
suggest you’re not, but I would like to get something
on the record as to what your views are.
Eileen Howes: We are not directly involved with the
GLA in the address register, but we have welcomed
the eVorts that have gone into trying to improve it.

I think Damian mentioned earlier that Westminster
had 6,000 addresses to check. The next highest that
I know of is Camden, which has 4,000 to check, but
felt that was manageable. They were things like flats
1 and 2, or flats A and B, and things like that. Some
turned out to be communal establishments. We
haven’t got a London-wide view of the extent of this,
but we have all welcomed the eVorts that have gone
into it. In addition, we are concerned about the fact
that the intellectual property rights arguments mean
that as things stand, the £12 million and all this eVort
will be just left and not utilised by anybody in the
future.

Q119 Jeremy Corbyn: Who should it be utilised by?
Eileen Howes: It should be utilised by all the
owners—the Post OYce with its address file,
Ordnance Survey and local authorities with their
address lists. What they need to do is get their heads
together and sort out the diVerences between them.
As it is, local authorities have lists of anomalies that
they’re expected to resolve. They then have to send
them back and that’s it. They do not get the
information back to improve their own registers.
John Hollis: The only information that will come
back is that which is found by ONS actually in the
field for the Census. That will be their property,
which they’re prepared to share with all the
providers of address lists. You might be aware that
Sir Michael Scholar, the head of the UK Statistics
Authority, has written to appropriate Ministers to
try to get heads knocked together so that the issue of
a one-oV Census address list is nonsense, and it can
be carried on and roll on to be a comprehensive, UK
list that all can sign up to. We will not have those
problems in the future, when it is likely to be more
important to have address lists for Censuses and big
surveys post-2011. We may not get another
conventional Census like the one we are expecting to
have next year. It could be something more on the
basis of a register-led survey to confirm what the
register tells you to do, which will be wonderful if it
happens but needs a really good address list to run it.
Eileen Howes: The whole point of the address
register is to post out the forms, which is a big change
in methodology from last time. The purpose of that
is to enable the field staV to focus on the hard-to-
count areas, and that, in principle, is excellent. It is
just that at this stage, we do not know how they will
focus on the hard-to-count areas. We are concerned
about the local people being employed. We hear that
5% of areas will be hand-delivered, and then we hear
that it might be lower. We are left in the situation
where we do not know how they will deal with the
hard-to-count areas.
John Hollis: You must have post delivery to the areas
that we heard of in the previous session—gated
communities where you have to press the buttons to
try to get access. It is really the houses in multiple
occupation and other areas which are much more
diYcult. London is the hotbed in the UK for such
places, which must be the area for concentration on
hand delivery.
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Hugh Grover: When it comes to the address list, you
are taking me outside my area of expertise. Probably
what I would say is that you heard from the borough
experts who make up our membership, and I do not
think that I have anything more to add.

Q120 Chairman: Let us turn to the issue of
community engagement. We have talked about
recruitment, and that is very important, but in order,
as far as possible, to get a viable equivalent of
understanding about the Census and its purpose—to
reduce some of the fear and so forth—what is it that
local government, the Mayor and local council can
do through your constituent authorities? What can
you advise local government to do to get that
message out, to begin to win an understanding from
minority communities about participation? We were
struck, last week when we heard from the Chief
Executive of the London Voluntary Service Council,
that he said he hasn’t heard a word about this and
that no one is speaking to him about it. Should you
be doing more?
Hugh Grover: Absolutely. The local authorities bring
together partnerships that include the local
community and voluntary sector. They work with
these groups all the time and know them, often on a
very personal level. If you are going to engage with
those communities, it makes sense to start with the
boroughs, and the boroughs are then tasked with
working with their local community leaders. In my
view, there is so much that can be done by the
community leaders if they are engaged properly, and
I would start with the boroughs.

Q121 Chairman: Why isn’t that happening yet? It is
getting very late already. Aren’t the boroughs taking
an initiative to do some of this?
Hugh Grover: Absolutely. We heard earlier that some
boroughs are doing so already. Southwark borough
council, for example, was talking about engaging
with its local communities. I think there is more that
can be done. Certainly, as the involvement of
London Councils in the Census and co-ordination
across the boroughs increases, we will be starting to
have those conversations with the boroughs and
encouraging them to go down that route. I say that,
but they might all be doing that already—I haven’t
spoken to them on that subject.

Q122 Chairman: Why isn’t there some sort of
mechanism for sharing best practice and advice on
local media strategies? We all know that there is a
healthy minority media sector out there in London,
so why aren’t people rolling that out now, a year in
advance, to say that this is all coming?
Hugh Grover: I mentioned earlier that a
communications expert from London Councils has
attended ONS-facilitated regional communication
meetings. My understanding is that there have only
been two of those meetings, and the last one was
towards the back end of the summer last year. I do
not know what plans the ONS has for rolling out
more of those and speeding up that process of

engagement. It has put together media packs and
sample press releases. There is an awful lot of
material on its website. I am just not aware that it is
signposting that for the boroughs and encouraging
them to make use of it.
John Hollis: It has had some focus group research
done for it with diVerent ethnic minority groups and
other groups, such as disability groups. One thing
that comes through is a fear that the Government
loses these data all the time so they are not secure.
There is a message to get across to say that your data
will be secure. It will be used not in relation to your
person or your house, but in a planning process on
an output area level for 100-plus households. Those
kinds of messages must be made. The other thing
that came through from the research was the
importance lots of communities place on guidance
from the mosque, the temple or the church.
Involvement with those communities is clearly
important so that needs to be brought fully into the
communication strategy as it evolves. Messages will
be delivered regularly by all kinds of means,
including radio, video and television.

Q123 Chairman: So in summary, if you had the chief
statistical oYcer sitting in front of you now, what
two things would you say have to be done or put in
place? What are the absolute top priorities to avoid
this being a rerun of the 2001 disaster?
Hugh Grover: For me, the hard-to-count
methodology.
Chairman: Anything else?
Hugh Grover: I will leave colleagues to chip in.
Steve Doogue: I would just ask for higher response
rates and reduced reliance on the imputation
methodology. It will never be a good substitute for
actually getting out there and counting.
Chairman: That in turn probably means more
emphasis on door to door in London.
Steve Doogue: That’s right.
Eileen Howes: I would say that they have to have
more personal contact in hard-to-count areas and
that they have to try to get the population figure
right. If it is not, it will undermine the rest of the
Census, which we are relying on.
John Hollis: I think we should start with the nuts and
bolts of the address list and the basic framework of
where you are going to try to find people. We should
get that as right as can be. Given the problem that
addresses are changing right up to Census day and
the delivery of information is usually a few months
ahead of that, it is a hard task and it is never going
to be 100%, but we should try to get it as close as
we can.

Q124 Chairman: The boroughs ended our first
session by saying that there was a real risk that we
will repeat in 2011 what happened in 2001. Do you
agree? Less so for Eileen. Would you agree?
John Hollis: Very much so.
Hugh Grover: All the evidence I have seen suggests
that that is where we are heading.
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Eileen Howes: The evidence I’ve seen from the
methodology advisory committee is that it is making
great eVorts to avoid it, but there is a good risk it will
happen again.
John Hollis: It really has to run fast to just stay still
in this area because London is very diYcult to count
and it has got no easier in the last decade. Deference
to Government has probably gone lower than it was

in 2001, although maybe not as low as it was in 1991.
That will be a hard nut to crack. With everything
that is being done, it would be an achievement just
to stay still in London.
Chairman: Thank you very much for your evidence.
If there is anything that we feel we need to ask you,
we will come back to you if we may. We appreciate
your attendance this afternoon. Thank you.
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Q125 Chairman: Good afternoon. Thank you very
much for coming to this session. You will be aware
that we have had representations from local
authorities and others, looking at some of the
lessons learned from 2001, so we are very grateful to
you for coming along. Would you just introduce
yourselves? I believe that Mr. Watson would like to
make a brief opening statement—is that correct?
Glen Watson: Yes. Would you like me to do that
now?
Chairman: We can just work along perhaps, from
Mr. Quirk. Is it acceptable if we move on to first
names? Is that okay, rather than being too formal,
once we have started the session? Just work along
and introduce yourselves. If there is anything that
you want to say, briefly, at the beginning, that would
be lovely, but we have quite a number of detailed
questions to work through, so don’t feel you have to
cover a wide range of issues at the beginning.
Barry Quirk: Good afternoon. My name is Barry
Quirk and I am the chief executive of the London
Borough of Lewisham. I have been chief executive
there for the last 16 years. I have experience as a
returning oYcer in elections and I was the regional
returning oYcer for London. Because of my
responsibilities in that capacity in relation to dealing
with colleagues across London and running the
Greater London Assembly elections, I was
appointed as regional Census champion. I have a
background as an academic geographer, many years
ago, and I have worked for 33 years in five London
authorities.
Guy Goodwin: I am Guy Goodwin, from the OYce
for National Statistics. Basically, I am a director
overseeing population, health, and local and
regional statistics outputs. Clearly, I am one of my
colleagues’ customers for the Census. I am also the
senior responsible owner for something called the
“Beyond 2011” programme, which is looking at
options beyond the next Census and at where we are
heading after 2011—I oversee that programme.
Glen Watson: Good afternoon. I am Glen Watson. I
am the programme director and the senior
responsible owner for the 2011 Census for England
and Wales. If I am able to, may I just make a little bit
of a statement?
Chairman: Yes, please.
Glen Watson: It is really to welcome the focus that
this hearing brings to the Census in London. There
is absolutely no doubt that it is going to be the most
challenging part of the country next year. We saw
from 2001 that London experienced some particular
diYculties. I have read with some interest the

transcripts of previous hearings and the submissions
from the various bodies. I see quite a lot of concern
from people that we are heading for some of the
same diYculties that we experienced in 2001. I just
want to stress though, that most people considered
the Census in 2001 to be a success. We counted 49
million people and coverage adjusted—through the
Census coverage survey—another 3 million people,
which was an innovation for 2001. It was in the series
of challenges that followed that we adjusted the
population of 52 million upwards by 0.3 million. So
that was very important for some local authorities—
most notably for Manchester and Westminster—but
for the vast majority the results stood, and they still
stand, and for a few more the results were adjusted
by relatively small amounts. I do not want to play
down the significance of the problems experienced in
parts of London, in particular Westminster, but I
want that context to be understood. Looking to 2011
though, we are putting in place a number of changes
to help us address such problems. I am sure that we
shall get more into these, but they include, briefly:
building a high-quality address register to underpin
the whole operation; questionnaire tracking, so that
we know which houses have responded and which
haven’t, on a daily basis; targeting our non-response
follow-up eVort more intensively and flexibly than
before, with three or four times as much follow-up
eVort in London; new questions focused on getting
the count right; an online option to complete for the
first time; notwithstanding some of the concerns
expressed by local authorities, we have I believe
stronger partnership working with local authorities
than ever before; and outsourcing some of our
activities. My team have been working very hard to
put all these operations—all the contracts—in place,
and we tested them all in the rehearsal at the end of
last year. Although there are some concerns about
the response rate to the rehearsal, the procedures
that we put in place generally worked very well. We
intend to try to make it a success in 2011, but I want
to sound a note of caution. I fully acknowledge that
the population is less compliant that it was 10 years
ago, as seen in the response rates to a number of
surveys falling over the period, and that the
population will have grown by 3 million or so since
2001, much of that due to new migrants. So, it is
going to be harder and, as I think one of the GLA
witnesses said in an earlier evidence session, even if
all we did was stand still, we would have done pretty
well against this backdrop. We hope to do better,
particularly in the worst-performing areas from
2001, but to achieve this we are going to need the
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support of a vast array of stakeholders, including
local authorities, politicians, the media, community
groups and, most importantly, the public. I get a
little concerned when I see media reports of criticism
of the cost of the Census and the intrusive nature of
the questions, or other people lining up to say the
Census is doomed to fail, because all these things
could make people think, “Why should I bother?”
That public apathy is the biggest single risk and the
biggest danger, which is why I want everybody to try
to get behind the Census and make it a real success
next year.

Q126 Chairman: Thank you very much. I certainly
think our interest in this is in making it work, but
also I am very conscious of how tight the time
already is getting. From some of the evidence that we
have had over the past few weeks, it certainly causes
me a great deal of concern that some of the
preparations and some of that stakeholder
involvement is not in place. I know that there will be
some questions about that. I think we all agree that,
given the size and complexity of the project, as a
whole it was very successful in most places but very
problematic in others. This is probably a question
for all three of you. To what extent do you feel that
the core problems that we had in London and
Manchester were just inner urban problems, and to
what extent was there a set of London-specific
problems that made London more out of line than
other areas? What can we learn from that?
Glen Watson: I think there were some particular
London problems, which were amplified, compared
with those of other major cities. They include the
diYculty in recruiting and retaining suYcient
enumerators to see the job through eVectively in
some parts. They include particular problems with
the address list that was used to underpin the 2001
Census, which was two or three years old. We had
particular problems with the postal delivery system
and the returns were clogged up sometimes, and of
course we had the problem of foot and mouth, which
did not particularly aVect London but aVected other
parts of the country.

Q127 Chairman: Sorry to interrupt you, but why
would those three issues in particular have been
worse in London than in other cities?
Glen Watson: With the address register issue, there is
greater churn and complexity. There are more houses
in multiple occupation, more conversions and more
student properties. There is perhaps a higher
concentration of commercial and residential mixed
properties. In terms of the enumeration and the
recruitment, it is just that little bit harder to recruit
and attract people using the salaries that were paid
in 2001. As I said, I do not think that the postal
delays were particularly worse for London than for
other places.

Q128 Chairman: But this was all known before the
2001 Census, wasn’t it? All those factors were
understood—were they?

Glen Watson: Personally, I was not involved in 2001.
Chairman: I appreciate that.
Glen Watson: We predicted many of the problems,
and we tried to put in place mechanisms to deal with
them, but you cannot predict everything that is
going to happen in a census. Certainly, recruitment
diYculties were a bit worse than we had anticipated,
and I think that the intention had been that the
enumerators would of course rectify any deficiencies
in the address list by walking the streets and
delivering the Census, but, as it turned out, that did
not work eVectively in some places.

Q129 Chairman: I know that there will be some more
questions on that. Barry—you may have a
perspective on this—and possibly Guy and Glen as
well. One of local authorities’ concerns across the
board is who the Census actually aims to count, and
the implications for local authorities in terms of
demands on services from a population that includes
a substantial element that the Census will not
attempt to count. What is your view on that,
particularly the short-term visitors?
Glen Watson: The Census is trying to count everyone
resident in England and Wales on 27 March 2011. We
expect people who are in this country for a relatively
small amount of time to fill in the Census form. We
expect a full Census return from everyone who is
resident here or expects to be resident here for three
months or more. For those who are short-term
visitors for less than three months, we would expect
some basic visitor details to be captured on the
Census questionnaire, which is a change from what
we did in 2001.
Guy Goodwin: Can I give a slant on that? I want to
give a slant on your first question as well, because
clearly my staV look at it on a population estimates
basis, and the question is whether London is pretty
unique. We have done a fair amount of work
comparing the mid-year population estimates with
administrative sources. Generally, local authorities
across the UK are pretty comparable—pretty well-
behaved—but many of the outliers are around
London. Clearly, as Glen said, that is because of the
characteristics that are unique to London—short-
term migrants, high levels of turnover, students,
people with second homes and those sorts of issues.
In terms of the 2011 Census, we are looking to cover
some of those populations so that we can work on a
diVerent population basis, which is a switch—an
improvement if you like—from 2001.
Barry Quirk: For me, it’s the scale and complexity of
the pattern of daily life that is the issue. There are
more students in London than in any other city,
other than Birmingham. By that I mean that the
student population living here is greater than that of
every other city. I travelled through five boroughs to
get here today. The daily flows of population are so
great. The daily commute is longer in London than
outside, and therefore response rates to surveys are
necessarily more diYcult. If you take an individual
local authority view, you can come up with one
method. If you take a London view, the scale,
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complexity and dynamic of living here are very
demanding on the population, notwithstanding
churn and social diversity.

Q130 Chairman: In terms of the resource for the
Census next year, to what extent will you ensure that
London is resourced not just proportionately in
terms of an estimate of the population but to
accommodate that additional complexity?
Glen Watson: We are planning the resources for the
Census to follow where the eVort is needed based on
our assessments of what we expect the response rates
to be before we go out and start doing the intensive
follow-up exercise. Based on the 2001 experience
and various other data sources, we have been
modelling what we expect and will allocate the
resources accordingly. The final allocations aren’t
quite there yet, but the way it’s shaping up at the
moment—to give you a couple of illustrative
examples—27% of the 155 area managers we’ll be
employing across England and Wales will be in
London, and that’s compared with 12.5% of the
houses being in London. If we look at the Census
field force, the Census co-ordinators, of whom there
will be about 2,000 nationally, and the Census
collectors, of whom there will be about 28,000 or
29,000 nationally, in total about 20% of those will be
allocated to London, again compared with 12.5% or
so of the houses being allocated to London. You
might think that that diVerential isn’t as much as you
would expect, but the one thing to bear in mind is
that although the response rates in London are
particularly challenging, the houses tend to be close
together compared with some rural parts of the
country. You can knock on more doors in an hour
than you can in rural parts of Hampshire, for
example.

Q131 Chairman: Are you working yet on an estimate
of what you think is realistically likely to be a
response rate to the core body of the Census?
Glen Watson: We are aiming our main eVorts at
coming up with a level of confidence in the resulting
population estimates. For example, nationally we
would want to make sure that the national
population estimate flowing from the Census is
within plus or minus 0.2% of the truth with a high
degree of statistical confidence. The response rate for
the Census is one important component of that, but
it is not the only thing. You have the response rate;
you have the eVectiveness of the Census Coverage
Survey and the resulting imputation; you have the
result of the quality assurance checks that we will
have in place; you have the use of the dummy forms
that would be filled out by the in-field force
whenever a response is not forthcoming; and so you
have to mash all that together to get a sense of the
overall quality.
Chairman: Yes.
Glen Watson: I am not trying to be evasive. In terms
of the response rate, nationally we still hope to
achieve the same sort of level that we got in 2001, but
to do better in the worst-performing areas. That
means a few of the London boroughs.

Q132 Chairman: Just remind us. In London, the
response rate in 2001 was?
Glen Watson: The average response rate across the
whole of London, I believe, was about 85%. We
might hope to do a little bit better than that, but it
will be very diYcult and challenging. As I said right
at the start, standing still would be a heck of an
achievement.

Q133 Chairman: That varied from—what was the
lowest response rate?
Glen Watson: The lowest was in Kensington and
Chelsea in 2001, which I believe was 64 or 65%.

Q134 Chairman: Just explain to us the CCS (Census
Coverage Survey) and the imputation formula, and
what the relationship is between them.
Glen Watson: Well, perhaps if I just explain what the
CCS is. Six weeks after Census day, we go back out
to 1% of postcodes in the country. It is a completely
independent process and we give our field force areas
based on postcodes that they have been allocated.
They will not be selected completely randomly. It
will be random but stratified to the hardness to
count, if you see what I mean, so there will be more
eVort where it is most needed. Their job is to find
every single property, household and address in that
area and to try and elicit a response from them. It is
rather diVerent. It is a doorstep interview with just a
few simple questions. It is not a full Census
questionnaire. The results from that are then
matched against the Census so that we know who
was counted in the Census but not the coverage
survey, who was counted in the coverage survey but
not the Census, and who was counted in both. We
then use some statistical processes to make estimates
of the numbers that were missed and that will need
imputing. We also take from the CCS—derive from
the CCS—some information on the age, ethnic
group and gender for the missed people. We then
have some other processes to try and fill in the rest of
the gaps.

Q135 Chairman: Guy, this may be a question for
you. One of the concerns that we and the local
authority have is that when you start supplementing
the response rate to the CCS with the imputation
formula, because of London’s particular complexity,
those data are unlikely to provide the quality and
robustness necessary for the service provision on
which those who depend on the survey rely.
Guy Goodwin: There are two issues, really, in making
a good quality population estimate for a local
authority. First, it is bad news from a population
estimates point of view if we get very significant
deviations in response rates between diVerent local
authorities. Where Glen says that we are focusing on
the hard-to-count areas, the diYcult areas, it is
absolutely the right thing to do in terms of getting
the sort of population estimates we need to underpin
resource allocation. So that is the first thing: the
higher we can get those, the better. The second thing
we do is the CCS. That is independent of the main
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Census, but the higher we can get those response
rates the better, because it implies that you can do
adjustments and reconcile the data better
afterwards. Those are the two factors of it and that
is why Glen put the emphasis where he did.

Q136 Chairman: Have you changed anything about
the basis for the imputation formula since 2001?
Have you been in discussion with the London local
authorities and others about that?
Glen Watson: We have made some changes to the
way the coverage adjustment process will work; for
example, stratifying the sample so that more eVort
goes to the areas where it is needed most is new. We
also plan to hold back some of the CCS sample,
because we acknowledge that we do not yet know—
and we won’t know until the responses start coming
in from the main Census—where it is needed fully. So
we are holding some back to allocate it later in real
time as the operation is going on. We have also made
some changes, which are quite technical, to the way
the imputation is actually going to work and the way
the gaps are going to be filled in.
We have had some discussions with local authorities.
For example, we’ve run a series of road shows up
and down the country, which included London—
this was jointly my people and Guy’s people—just
before Christmas, explaining to people and getting
their input on the full process, which takes them
from a completed Census questionnaire to a final
population estimate, and all the bits in between, to
do with coverage adjustment, how we are using
second residences and visitor information and
removal of duplicate forms that you get when people
have filled them in wrongly.

Q137 Chairman: But the local authorities remain
quite concerned about this, don’t they? They are not
convinced that those processes by which you will
supplement a response rate of 80% are suYciently
fine-tuned to catch the true diversity and complexity
of London’s population. Is that something that you,
Barry, have any concerns about?
Barry Quirk: I would certainly like to discuss at
some date the methodology in relation to that. I have
to say that there are four separate strands of work
between local authorities and ONS on this. The first
is in relation to the reliability and consistency of the
address register in the first place. With that, there’s
the development control dimension. The second is in
relation to electoral registration, because we have
lots of experience of that, and the diVerential
response on that as well. We are going to be advising
Capita and giving it the information about
recruitment. The third is this methodology issue,
which is a corporate research and intelligence issue,
which feeds into the fourth, which is finance and the
distribution of resources subsequently. I would say
that this is, at the moment, the third-order issue. The
first-order issue that we’re dealing with is whether
we’ve got the right registers. Are we making sure that
we, in local government, are getting the information

properly? To what extent are we making sure that all
our best eVorts are put in place so that we get the best
response we can? The methodological issues are
obviously something that will come at some stage,
and we will have concerns about them.

Q138 Chairman: I suppose that part of the reason for
being a little concerned at this stage is a sense—a
worry perhaps—that your confidence in the quality
of the statistical processes by which you can adjust a
census would mean that it wasn’t quite so important
to pull together all the in-depth partnership and
stakeholder work that needs to be done, even at this
late stage, to get the Census responses up. That
would certainly be my worry. Not that that is
deliberate, but, in a sense, if it is not regarded as
essential to get a much higher coverage, why put the
resources in to do that doorstep work? I’m sure you
will rebut that.
Glen Watson: We consider it incredibly important to
get the response rate as high as we can, which is why,
for example, we are planning to put three or four
times as much eVort into the follow-up period, when
people are knocking on doors trying to encourage
the response.

Q139 Chairman: Why then was the Newham
rehearsal so disappointing?
Glen Watson: You have to consider that the
Newham rehearsal was a voluntary exercise. It’s
quite usual in census tests and rehearsals to get fairly
low response rates, particularly in inner-city areas,
when all you can say to people is, “This is a
voluntary exercise. We would be grateful if you
could help us with it. It is important for helping us
get our processes right for 2011.” The first question
is, “Do I have to?” “No, you don’t.” “Well, I won’t
bother then.” That’s quite a commonly held view,
which is confirmed by some of the analysis of
reasons for non-response that we did after the
Newham rehearsal. Interestingly, the final rehearsal
response rate for Newham was about 27 or 28%.
Across all rehearsal areas, the response rate just
tipped 40%. That is lower than previous tests and
rehearsals, which echoes the point that I was making
right at the start: we acknowledge that the climate is
getting diYcult. What was slightly more
encouraging was that the response rate for the
rehearsal of the Census coverage survey, which, as I
have said, is very diVerent because it is just a quick
knock on the door, a few quick questions and oV you
go again, was in the high 70s. It was 70% or 72%, I
think, in Newham. People will respond either if it is
quick and they can do it on the doorstep, or if they
have to. I’m quite confident that the low response
rates in Newham will be considerably higher come
2011.

Q140 Chairman: This is the last question from me.
What lessons have you learned from Newham?
What have you taken out of that specific rehearsal
project that you will apply to the London roll-out
next year?
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Glen Watson: Quite a lot. There are a few things that
we’re hoping to change as a result. Let me give you
one or two examples. We tested the eVectiveness of a
reminder letter, like a final reminder letter in red that
you might get for a utility bill. We did that for certain
parts of the rehearsal and not for other parts and we
found that it made a noticeable diVerence in
response rates, so we’re now planning to do
something like that to supplement the Census in
2011 in the areas where it’s needed most. We found
that the work load for area managers and Census co-
ordinators was a bit too heavy. It was a bit too
diYcult for them to do all the community
engagement and community liaison work needed
and to manage the span of control of the Census field
staV, so we’re looking at increasing the numbers of
co-ordinators and area managers and extending the
hours for co-ordinators. There are various changes
to some of the systems and procedures. For example,
we were a little disappointed by the low response rate
to the internet or online completion option, but
we’ve made some changes that we think will
increase it.
Chairman: That community liaison leads on to Mr.
Slaughter asking some questions about stakeholders
and community engagement.

Q141 Mr. Slaughter: Are there any key groups of
people in London that you’re making a special eVort
to reach?
Glen Watson: We have defined a whole series of
groups that we would consider hard to count, hard
to reach. Most ethnic minority groups would fall
into this category. Students fall into this category, as
do short-term migrants, Gypsies and Travellers. We
also have general categories that are a little bit more
diYcult to target, like young men and young women.
That is quite pervasive, so yes, we have identified,
through various means, a whole series of hard-to-
count groups and we’re designing our community
engagement and publicity with those groups very
much in mind.

Q142 Mr. Slaughter: That’s your list of hard-to-
reach groups. Does it include all ethnic minorities or
most ethnic minority groups?
Glen Watson: Most ethnic minority groups.

Q143 Mr. Slaughter: Is that on the basis of language
or other factors?
Glen Watson: It’s based on the fact that previous
surveys and the Census in 2001 suggested that we
find more response challenges among those groups.
Part of the reason has to do with language barriers,
but that’s not the only reason.

Q144 Mr. Slaughter: What about by tenure and type
of accommodation? Do you find that certain types of
accommodation are more diYcult to obtain answers
from than others?
Glen Watson: Yes, certainly. We have particular
challenges in relation to student addresses and
certain deprived communities in social housing. We
have diYculties with HMOs. Clearly, we have
diYculties with areas where there have been quite a

lot of recent conversions that might not have been
fully caught up with on the address list. Tenure is an
important feature.

Q145 Mr. Slaughter: You didn’t mention those in
your first answer, but are they factors that you will
take into consideration?
Glen Watson: They are.

Q146 Mr. Slaughter: You talked about your address
register, which you’re setting up for the first time. Do
you also map by tenure and type of housing?
Glen Watson: For targeting the address check, which
might be a way into this, we do look, primarily, at
where there are mismatches between the diVerent
address sources. As it turns out, those mismatches
are often clumped around areas with high levels of
flat conversions, high levels of students, high
intermingled mixes of commercial and residential
properties, new developments—that sort of thing.
These are important factors in deciding where we’re
going to do the address checking. They are
contributory factors in deciding where we’re going
to need to put our follow-up eVort in chasing non-
response.

Q147 Mr. Slaughter: I would have thought that all
those groups, with the possible exceptions of some
ethnic groups or Gypsies and Travellers, are over-
represented in London. Do you agree?
Glen Watson: You are about right there. I think it is
acknowledged that London has pretty much the full
set of challenges, with the possible exception of the
Welsh language.

Q148 Mr. Slaughter: I had one person who identified
themselves as a Plaid voter on the database. You’ve
talked about the measures that you have in place—
additional numbers of managers and so forth—and
you know about all these problems and diYculties
through common sense or previous experience, but
are you geared up to deal with the variety and
quantity that exist in London?
Glen Watson: We’re allocating resources, and
developing our plans and thinking to give us a good
chance of being geared up to deal with them, but I
do not expect for a moment that everything will go
completely smoothly and there won’t be things that
surprise us along the way. Just to amplify that a little
bit, we haven’t mapped out all of the local
community engagement that we expect to do with
BME populations and other groups in London yet,
but we are putting in place a plan that means that as
soon as the area managers and our community
advisers start, they will be working feverishly with
local authority assistant Census liaison managers to
put flesh on the bones of those local community
engagement plans. So we’ve been operating on a
national level and a large regional level. There’s a lot
of detail that will need working through, which will
be in place by the time the Census kicks oV, when we
start to have the field force out there regionally from
this summer onwards.
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Q149 Mr. Slaughter: Tell me a bit about the
mechanisms for doing this. How are you going to
engage with the various communities, areas or types
of accommodation?
Glen Watson: One example would be the local
authority partnership plan that we will put in place
with each London borough and local authority in
the country. That will map out the detail of how we
are going to do this local community engagement.
The partnership plan will be constructed by the area
managers, when they are in place, who will work
very closely with the community advisers. For
example, we are going to employ over 50 community
advisers, half of whom, I think, will be in London.
They will focus on providing dedicated support to
the various ethnic groups that we think are going to
be most challenging in terms of numbers and getting
the response up—for example, Black Caribbean,
Indian, Bangladeshi, Chinese and so on. Those
community advisers will work with a whole host of
local groups on the ground with the area managers
and will map out events, communications, talks and
community support for the Census. A lot of the
discussion we have had so far has been operating at
a higher national level. We’ve had many oVers of
support from diVerent religious groups—for
example, to provide access to temples and mosques
come Census day or to provide help points and
advice centres for people in their communities.
There is a lot of good will, and work has gone on
nationally to gain traction on the ground. We need
this field force out there and we need these
community advisers in place. As I say, that will come
later this year.

Q150 Mr. Slaughter: I want to try to get an
impression of how it’s going to work in practice—
how you’re going to achieve the maximum possible
levels of return in inner-city areas. In my
constituency, for example, there is 40% ownership
occupation, much of which is in leasehold mansion
blocks; 20% private rented, most of which is HMOs
and things of that nature; and about 40% social
housing, much of which is on estates. All of that is
hard to reach. There are about 100 ethnic minorities,
of which only two or three account for more than 5%
of the population. So you’ve got 100 or 120 diVerent
languages and no big community centres or areas
where you can go and get people through
community groups. There is 25% population
turnover a year, so there is a short-term transitory
population. Nothing that you have said so far
suggests that you can do an eVective job in
contacting the majority of people there, so how will
you do it?
Glen Watson: There are various mechanisms. We will
put adverts on local radio stations and on billboards
on the buses and the tube. A national TV advertising
campaign will stress to people the importance and
value of the Census and, as the Census day
approaches, it will tell them to fill in the form. After
the Census day, they will be told that filling it in is a
compulsory requirement. The backdrop will be high
levels of public visibility and national advertising.
Supporting that, we will have local authorities using

their own community engagement mechanisms—
through local newspapers and local meetings—
promoting the Census and explaining why it is
important. We will have people in your area on the
street, knocking on doors reminding residents of
their obligation to fill in the Census form. Hopefully,
some of those people will represent the community
from which they are drawn, so the ethnic mix of the
field force and the languages that they speak will, in
part, be a reflection of the community. On top of
that, there will be some community events. There
was a lovely example in Newham. During the
rehearsals, we had a community event in a local
school with a rap artist releasing a song about the
Census, and that really generated local interest and
support from that particular part of the community.
Unfortunately, it did not, on its own, result in the
high response rate that we would like to see in
Newham, but it was an example of the sort of thing
that can be quite innovative and can get through to
people. I have not got all the answers. I hope that the
local authorities will work with us and that when we
have all the field staV—the community advisers and
the area managers—lots of other ideas and
initiatives will kick oV, and that what we will be
doing is lighting a few sparks and watching things
take oV and kick oV rather than trying to plan and
direct every single detail from the centre.

Q151 Mr. Slaughter: I think that you underestimate
the task. Forgive me for using my own expertise but
I do this every week. I can try and do what you say,
but if I go to a multi-occupancy property, it might
have 10 bells with no names on them and none of
them work so you cannot get into the building. If
you get hold of someone, their name may not match
the one on the electoral register and they may not
speak English. If I go to a block of flats, the
entryphone system might be broken and I will not
get access at all. My own records show me that
someone is still there who was there 15 years ago but
has not been contacted, even though they will have
had their door knocked on 20 or 30 times over that
period of time. That is a vastly diVerent experience
from most other areas of the country, but it is a
common experience for London. I am not implying
that it is the worst from that point of view. I suggest
that you need massive additional input on the
ground to make any inroad into contacting the
population that is there. Unless you do that, you will
not in any way reflect the numbers and type of
people who live in inner London, and also in the
outer London constituencies.
Glen Watson: I don’t disagree that it will be very
challenging, and I don’t disagree with the logistical
diYculties that you have outlined. That is the
feedback that we had from our rehearsals, and I have
seen it first-hand. I spent some time enumerating on
the streets of Newham and I know exactly what you
are talking about. You are talking about access
controls and people not coming to the door. The
biggest diYculty is the initial contact. Once you have
made contact with people, the feedback tends to be
that people are genuinely quite helpful and willing
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and will complete their Census questionnaires. Non-
contact is the big danger. I am open to ideas from
anybody about the best way to get through to people
and to make it happen. Although I recognise that it
is diYcult, we have to do our best.

Q152 Mr. Slaughter: But will you undertake to put a
suYcient and proportionate amount of resource into
identifying people living in London to try to achieve
the same levels of registration as in the rest of the
country?
Glen Watson: Clearly, I have a limited budget. I am
responsible for conducting a Census in the whole
country, not only in London, so I have to do a good
job everywhere. I don’t think it would be good use
of money to put all of the resource into London and
nothing anywhere else to try to get the London
response rates up to the levels that we find elsewhere.
There might be a point where you’d get diminishing
returns. By the time you’ve knocked on a door or
tried to remind a household for the 10th or 12th
time, you’re fighting a losing battle. That is why
some of the other mechanisms that we have in place
are important. When you consider that for 2011, we
will have a high-quality address register that records
the vast majority—I hope 99%-plus—of residential
properties in the country, that is a huge start and a
huge bonus compared with where we started in 2001.
We didn’t really know what properties were out
there, and it wasn’t really clear until two or three
years after the Census that we’d missed whole
chunks of property in places like Westminster and
Manchester. We’ll know on a daily basis what the
response rates are and which ones haven’t replied, so
even if we don’t get the return or response, we’re in a
much stronger position to make adjustments for that
non-response.

Q153 Mr. Slaughter: I don’t want to trespass on
Siobhain’s territory, as I know she’s going to ask you
about the database. If it’s going to be so good and
it’s something that’s singularly lacking, why don’t
you preserve it and pass it on to local authorities and
others who could use it eVectively?
Glen Watson: I would love to. I would love to be in
a position to do so, but I am not, because of the
intellectual property rights of the diVerent address
suppliers. What we are doing is pushing that as far
as we can. For example, any new addresses we find
in our Census field check, which takes place this year,
we will give freely back to Royal Mail, Ordnance
Survey and local authorities, and we’ll continue the
conversation with the address suppliers to try to find
ways around the IPR limitations. I can’t breach the
IPRs of Ordnance Survey or Royal Mail.

Q154 Mr. Slaughter: That does sound rather
ludicrous, if you don’t mind my saying so—not
necessarily of you, but jointly. These are all public
bodies of one kind or another. The idea that this
work should go into something which is clearly very
useful and then be abandoned or fractured in that
way—are you not talking to Government about
whether there can be consensus on holding that for
mutual benefit?

Guy Goodwin: Sir Michael Scholar, the UK Statistics
Authority head, made that point. From a
population estimates point of view and looking
further forward beyond the next Census, it would be
hugely valuable, to have a single definitive address
list, particularly if you’re looking at making better
use of administrative sources and so on, as many
local authorities, including London ones, want to
do. Sir Michael has written to Government
reinforcing the point that he would like to see a
business case—a proper look at the business case,
the pros and cons—and a decision on whether it is
worth investing in one single definitive address list
and getting around some of the IPR issues, which
may have a cost attached to them. We are doing what
we can in pushing that. Looking ahead, it is one of
the things I would have on my wish list of things that
could really help population estimates in future.

Q155 Mr. Slaughter: One more general question,
then a couple of specifics. You seem to be conceding,
perhaps pragmatically, that the returns for London
are going to be substantially lower in percentage
terms than for the rest of the country. Are you
thinking now how you’re going to make some
eVective compensation for that, so we won’t be in the
position we were in 2001, with litigation and
arguments between yourselves and the boroughs in
relation to a proper reflection? We’re not, obviously,
just talking about numbers here; we are talking
about who is missed oV and the likelihood that those
people are the most vulnerable and the most
expensive for the boroughs to maintain. Are you
thinking in advance about that?
Glen Watson: Yes, we are indeed. One particular
strand within the Census programme is what we call
the quality assurance strand. We are already looking
at what sources of information are available
nationally and locally to help cross-check Census
results as they emerge. Even at the moment, we have
a pilot quality assurance study running with 10 local
authorities, four of whom are in London. That is
aimed at identifying which local data sources might
be of most benefit in comparing to the emerging
Census results so that when we publish the Census-
based population estimates, even if we don’t have
agreement from an individual local authority, we will
have a better explanation and understanding of the
diVerences, so we won’t be publishing the Census
results without knowing how they compare to GP
registers, council tax lists, school census data and so
on. We will have done that analysis beforehand and
where it is clear that the signals are pointing in a
diVerent direction than the Census results
themselves, based on the Census count and the
coverage adjustment process—the imputation—we
will reserve the right to make adjustments before we
publish the Census results to come up with what we
think is the best estimate. It was the work we did
after the 2001 Census—particularly intense in
Manchester and Westminster, but also in a number
of other London boroughs and other authorities—
studying all the diVerent data sources and matching
them together to come up with an overall view of
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what we think the truth is. We will be trying to bring
as much of that work forward as we can before the
Census results are published.
Guy Goodwin: We’re certainly planning on that sort
of reconciliation exercise. I think it is inevitable
between the rolled forward population estimates, the
Census data and the administrative sources. One of
the advantages of now including people three
months and over is that you can start reconciling the
Census data with some of the administrative sources
more closely than we could last time around, which
I think is good.

Q156 Mr. Slaughter: You seem to be having a row
with the Sikh Federation at the moment. Can you
tell us what that is about?
Glen Watson: It’s about the location of a Sikh tick
box on the Census questionnaire. The questionnaire,
which looks like the one I am holding, has eVectively
been agreed by Parliament, because the set of topics
to be asked and the set of tick boxes within each
individual question was approved by Parliament in
a vote in the House of Commons and the House of
Lords—well, the vote was in the Commons just
before Christmas. The Census Order was agreed in
Privy Council in December. To my mind, it is done
now. I cannot alter the Census questions without
breaking the law. The Sikh Federation has continued
to argue that it is not happy with the location of the
Sikh tick box. If you are a Sikh in this country, you’ll
be able to tick that you are a Sikh as part of the
religion question, and the argument is that they want
to do so as part of the ethnic group question. They
cite the fact that the Race Relations Act 1976
recognised Sikh as a race. Our position has been
consistent for a long time, and I have had face-to-
face discussions with the Sikh Federation. There is
space on the Census questionnaire for only one Sikh
tick box and there are plenty of other groups that
want a tick box that there isn’t room for. If there is
only one, you get a better result by doing it in the
religion question than you do in the ethnic group
question and our testing has shown that. I believe
that I am acting in the best interests of the Sikh
population actually.

Q157 Mr. Slaughter: They have come up with a
formulation that leaves it as one tick box but does
identify both Sikh and Jewish as racial rather than or
in addition to religious groups. Have you seen that?
Glen Watson: I have seen that and I expect to be
responding to that proposal later this week.

Q158 Mr. Slaughter: That would have the same
eVect for the Jewish category as well. That would
take it out of religious and put it into racial, would it?
Glen Watson: That is part of the suggestion, yes.

Q159 Mr. Slaughter: I see. Have you had
representations from the Jewish community about
that as well?
Glen Watson: No, not at all. Although the Board of
Deputies of British Jews—sorry if I have the label
slightly wrong—has been a member of one of the
Census diversity advisory groups for some time and

so has been happy with the placement of the Jewish
tick box in the questionnaire so far. I imagine that
there would be some issues or concerns if there were
a change.

Q160 Mr. Slaughter: But your line is that even if you
are persuaded, you feel that you can’t make the
change without going back to Parliament.
Glen Watson: The intention in the Census order that
was debated and then voted on in Parliament is
clear—separate ethnic group and religion questions.
I think that it would be rather diYcult for me to
choose to interpret that legislation diVerently than
was intended.

Q161 Mr. Slaughter: I notice with some alarm that in
their representation they were perhaps suggesting—I
don’t think that they are suggesting this—that this is
more important than having the two new ethnicity
categories of Arab and Gypsy and Irish Traveller.
Glen Watson: Yes, and if there were no Sikh tick box
at all then a single Sikh tick box would score up there
with Arab and Gypsy and Irish Traveller, and I have
acknowledged that. The point is that they have a tick
box in one place, and so their argument for a tick box
in a diVerent place hasn’t scored particularly highly
in the prioritisation method we’ve used.
Mr. Slaughter: It might be helpful if you can copy us
into your correspondence so that we can see where
that particular issue goes, assuming that neither you
nor they have any objection to that.
Glen Watson: If you wish, I’d be very happy to send
a copy of my response.1

Chairman: That would be helpful; I am sure this will
not go away in the very near future.

Q162 Mr. Slaughter: Finally, I’m very pleased with
both those additional categories which you’re
putting on there. In relation to the Gypsy or Irish
Traveller classification, can you briefly say what
particular steps you are taking to ensure that there is
a proper registration of Gypsies and Irish Travellers?
Glen Watson: We are working with the
representative community groups for Gypsies and
Irish Travellers. There are various Gypsy-Roma
groups and we’ve had discussions with them already.
We have even used some of their publicity material
to write about the Census and that’s circulated
among the community. The community is very
pleased and very happy that it has got the
recognition and that there will be a tick box for
Gypsies and Irish Travellers. Come Census day and
the period around Census day we’ll be treating this
as one of our areas of special enumeration, a bit like
hospitals, boarding schools or student halls of
residence. We’ll have specialist enumerators whose
job it is to turn up at those sites; and we’ll have
information from the local authorities in advance to
know where the Gypsy and Traveller sites are. That
Census special enumerator will be liaising with
somebody in authority—the site manager—and
making sure that an individual questionnaire is given
out to everybody on the site. Then we’ll be going

1 Information provided, not printed.
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back and following up later. So it will be treated as a
sort of special exercise, and it will be promoted
among the community through their community
newsletters and through the community engagement
groups they have.

Q163 Mr. Slaughter: As you probably know,
because of the period between 1994 and 2004, when
there was no obligation for local authorities to
provide adequate sites, there is a huge deficiency at
the moment, and therefore there is a lot of illegal
encampment and it is more than usually diYcult to
identify where Gypsies and Travellers are. Are you
taking that into consideration?
Glen Watson: I think by the time we do the field
operation at the start of 2011 we’ll have worked with
local authorities to identify those.

Q164 Siobhain McDonagh: It will be a field
operation?
Glen Watson: Absolutely, yes. Of course the other
feature of this community is that they are not all on
sites, whether they are legal or illegal, and there are
many people who would classify themselves as
Gypsy, Roma or Traveller, who are living in what we
might consider normal houses. They have particular
needs and particular experience, and particular
levels of deprivation and disadvantage, and so they
will be encouraged to fill out the Census
questionnaires and identify themselves as Gypsy or
Traveller in the normal way, as part of our normal
operation.

Q165 Chairman: Thank you. Just turning to the Sikh
issue, although this may indeed apply to other
groups, what would be the response—how could
you prevent a development, as some of the wilder
commentary has implied—where there would be
advocacy for a boycott of the census. Is that a real
possibility?
Glen Watson: The Sikh Federation, which is just one
of many Sikh groups, is not calling for a boycott. I
think if we looked at the views of all the Sikh
representative groups in the country we would find
that there is a range of views and that this view that
I’m dealing with at the moment—this challenge that
we have at the moment—isn’t necessarily the only
Sikh voice out there. I was encouraged, though,
when I met with senior representatives from the Sikh
Federation only two weeks ago, when they
confirmed that they are not calling for a boycott.

Q166 Siobhain McDonagh: You’ve contracted out a
large amount of the administration of the 2011
Census. Do you foresee any risks with this; and how
far are you able to adjust provisions of the contracts
to allow you to make changes in, for instance, the
number of enumerators that are recruited?
Glen Watson: There are limits to what we can do
without its altering the contract. For example, a
minimum number of hours for the field operation
are written into our contract with Capita because it
has to construct its commercial bid on the basis of
knowing what volume of work we have to do. Above
that minimum, which is considerably less than we

are currently planning, we have the wherewithal to
increase the amount of field time as much as we want
without suVering contractual limits. Clearly, there is
a charge. If we say to Capita that we now want it to
recruit an extra 5,000 field force or to pay or train an
extra number of field force, a bill will be attached
to that.

Q167 Siobhain McDonagh: We understand that you
are now attempting to use fewer, more skilled,
enumerators to conduct the Census. What are the
advantages and disadvantages of that?
Glen Watson: In 2011—this is a departure—we will
be specialising roles. In 2001, there was a Census
enumerator. That was about it. They did everything.
They did the delivery, the following-up of
households and the enforcement work. In 2011, we
will be specifying the number of diVerent roles.
Census collectors will be knocking on doors; special
enumerators will be doing some of the communal
establishments. Dedicated Census compliance
oYcers will be doing the enforcement and there will
be a field structure above that of Census co-
ordinators and area managers. We have specialised
the roles because experience showed that the quality
of some of the field force in 2001 was a little variable
and that the tasks were quite complex and
challenging. We shall now be dedicating the roles.

Q168 Siobhain McDonagh: How can you ensure that
the enumerators are suYciently skilled to gather
information from the diverse communities that
Andy talked about earlier?
Glen Watson: Capita recruits the people for us even
though they are ONS employees. Our contract with
Capita makes it clear that we expect the ethnic mix of
the workforce to reflect the ethnic population from
which the workforce is drawn. Expectations are
written into the contract, and quality impact
assessments will be done to make sure that the
processes will deliver what we want. Training
packages of e-learning, DVD and classroom-based
training will pull together the field force and take it
through the steps and processes. They will include
something about the barriers and diYculties that
might be expected in the areas. I have done that
training. It is very good. It includes role play for
dealing with someone who cannot speak the
language. It includes role play for dealing with
entryphone systems that are just buzzers we cannot
get past, people refusing and people not being
bothered. It is a simulated environment. It is role
play. It is quite eVective.
Guy Goodwin: Let me add to that. Something that
did not come up when Andrew was asking his
questions was that clearly we, too, are knocking on
doors every day as part of our household surveys
and so on. We have experience of issues such as
getting past barriers.
Siobhain McDonagh: You probably don’t have quite
the volume of experience represented by the three
of us.
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Guy Goodwin: No, but we have an ongoing
programme in London and so on through our
diVerent surveys so we are used to some of the
changes, which can feed into the Census training—
how to avoid refusals and getting co-operation.
Glen Watson: One final thing to add is that we will
be supporting many diVerent languages in the
Census. In 2001, we supported 24 diVerent
languages in the public contact centre where people
phone for help, and in the information leaflets and
the guides. This time, it will be 60 languages. That
does not mean that the questionnaire will be
translated into 60 languages, but there will be
translations of the questions on the help website in
all the languages. People will be available to speak to
people on the phone in those languages if they are
having diYculty understanding what to do and what
their obligations are.

Q169 Chairman: Barry, as a Chief Executive, you
referred to the electoral registration experience.
What, if anything, have you said to feed into that
process specifically on the back of your local
authority experience?
Barry Quirk: I said to our contacts at ONS that we
gain by hiring people who know the area. We can
hire people of the right profile, but if they do not
know the area, they might not get in. So the
important issue is the way in which Capita recruits
and the extent to which local authorities’ electoral
register people, who have managed the electoral
register, say from late September to late November,
can use the lists of people that they have to advise
Capita, so that when Capita is hiring it is actually
hiring people who know the area and do work like
this in the area anyway. I think it is crucial that
people know the area rather than just being brought
in, because they simply won’t know the local turf
otherwise.

Q170 Siobhain McDonagh: You have gone to the
Royal Mail, which will be responsible for delivering
and posting back the Census forms. What
guarantees can you give us that you are managing
this contract to ensure that you get the maximum
number of forms delivered and returned in London?
Glen Watson: The Royal Mail post-out is new. The
Royal Mail post-back was something that we did in
2001. We did a test in 2007 to check that post-out was
eVective when compared to traditional enumerator
hand delivery. We found that there was a noticeable,
but fairly small, diVerence in the response rates.
However, by doing a post-out through the Royal
Mail, you save quite a lot of money that you can
plough into more eVective and more important
follow-up of non-response. When the Royal Mail
employs 100,000 people delivering letters every day
and when it delivers something like 80 million items
in this country every single day, it seems rather
sensible to think about using that resource to help
you to get your 25 million to 30 million Census
questionnaires out there. So that’s what we did—
that’s what we’re doing. And the contract we have

with Royal Mail makes it clear that we expect those
questionnaires to be delivered. There will be some
questionnaires that come back to us, which are non-
deliverable. That is inevitable. There will be some
imperfections in the address list that we are putting
together. But the contract, the contract price and the
contract terms and conditions with Royal Mail
make the job very clear. It was interesting in the
rehearsal, of course, that we had some local
diYculties with strike action. That gave the Royal
Mail and my own team the opportunity to test how
well those contingencies worked. In the rehearsal, we
managed to get round the Royal Mail strike action
with fairly little disruption to the Census operation,
so that was quite a helpful test for us as well.

Q171 Siobhain McDonagh: What proportion of
census forms do you expect will be hand delivered
and collected in London, and what proportion will
be posted out with the expectation that they will be
posted back? That doesn’t make much sense, does it?
Glen Watson: I understand the question. We are still
looking at this. To this point, we have said that up to
5% might be hand delivered and 95% or so would be
delivered through the post. We are looking at this at
the moment, though. We did a little test in the
rehearsal, where we hand delivered to some parts of
London and we postal delivered to other parts. We
didn’t find that there was a great deal of diVerence,
actually. We are also very aware of the high
proportion of properties in London that are access-
controlled, in other words behind door entry and
buzzer systems. The method of doing hand delivery
through our own field staV doesn’t work awfully
eVectively where you have large proportions of
entryphone systems. People have mentioned places
like Westminster, where 80% of the addresses are
part of entryphone systems. The postmen and
postwomen actually have mechanisms on a daily
basis for getting beyond those door entryphone
systems in a way that is rather diYcult for our
temporary delivery field force. So we are still looking
at that balance and there might be some changes as
we finally learn the lessons from the rehearsal and
put a few changes in place.

Q172 Siobhain McDonagh: What methods do you
use to check the accuracy of the address register with
local authorities? That goes back to Andy’s question
about cross-use of the register. How will you check
that?
Glen Watson: Oh, gosh, lots of diVerent ways. The
first thing is that we have merged together all of the
existing address sources. When I say “all”, the key
ones are Royal Mail/Ordnance Survey, which is a
kind of related product, and the local land and
property gazetteers from the local authorities. We
have also drawn on Valuation OYce Agency data
and on utility company data. We are also exploring
one or two other possibilities. We merge together all
of those addresses. Those that match—fine. Those
that are very clear on this source but not on that
source and those that are a bit unclear because it
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looks like it might be the same thing but under
diVerent names; we have been giving those
anomalies back out to all of the address suppliers. At
the moment, for example, local authorities in
London have something like 60,000 addresses that
we have asked them to help us resolve. They are
addresses that appear to be on the postcode address
file held by Royal Mail but not on the local land and
property gazetteers held by the London boroughs.

Q173 Chairman: What is the percentage, if you do
not mind my asking?
Glen Watson: That’s 50,000 of however many
addresses there are in London. I don’t have that
figure oV the top of my head but it could be 3 or 3.5
million. So it is a relatively small proportion. It is a
larger proportion in some areas. Westminster, I
know, has nearly 6,000 anomalies to be investigated
at the moment. On the other side of the coin, we have
given another 50,000 addresses to Royal Mail and
Ordnance Survey, which are addresses that appear
on the local land and property gazetteers but not on
their records. We are doing this in a balanced way.

Q174 Chairman: So it is about a 100,000 addresses
where there is a degree of dispute. You do not know
that as a percentage for sure, but do we know how
that compares with other parts of the country?
Glen Watson: OV the top of my head I am afraid I
don’t. My team will.2

Chairman: Can you let us know?
Glen Watson: We would be quite happy to provide
that information. If we can get those 100,000
resolved—or by and large resolved—by the local
authorities in the next few weeks, we will have done
quite a bit of the job of quality assurance. The next
step is the field check that we do ourselves. I am
going to be recruiting roughly 400 people, who are
going to be going up and down the streets of England
and Wales and focusing their eVorts on the areas that
still look a little puzzling in our various address
sources.

Q175 Siobhain McDonagh: How detailed will it be?
Will it just identify the postal addresses? Or will you
be identifying the number of households behind the
front door?
Glen Watson: We are trying to do the latter. That is
diYcult and that is where other sources of
information play a part—for example, the lists of
houses in multiple occupation that local authorities
hold. The intention is to try to have what we describe
in the trade as a household frame, rather than just an
address list. It is households we are after rather than
addresses. Sometimes there are two or three
households behind a single address delivery point.

Q176 Siobhain McDonagh: Finally, given the
explanation, do you think the ONS has enough
funding to conduct the 2011 Census in London?
Glen Watson: That is an interesting question. I could
always use more. You would probably expect me to
say that. What I would say, though, is that we were

2 Ev 147

given a fairly good settlement by the Treasury when
we made the bid three of four years ago for what we
needed to conduct the 2011 Census. My concern now
is hanging on to the allocation that we have with
clearly diYcult economic times all round us. There
has to be some concern there. At the moment, the
budget is in place and it looks like a reasonable
amount to do a decent Census.

Q177 Siobhain McDonagh: Do you have suYcient
funding available to use the Census outputs as fully
as possible? Are you likely to be able to produce
additional outputs to reflect population diVerences
in London?
Glen Watson: At the moment, I don’t have any
funding beyond 2011–12. The lion’s share of the
funding for producing and disseminating the Census
outputs will come in the period beyond that. At the
moment I have nothing. What we do have is an
overall business case and we are working on a bid to
the Treasury to give us the funding we need to
complete the job. Clearly, it would not be very
sensible to have spent £450 million doing a Census
and then to scrimp and save on the final £30 or £40
million to process and get out the results.
Guy Goodwin: We are very conscious, in London in
particular, of the desire of many local authorities to
see, for example, diVerent population bases, which
can be calculated from the Census. For example, we
are collecting workplace address and residence, so
you can potentially produce daytime populations in
a way that certain local authorities would like to see.
The potential is there. We are collecting the
information, and the money for the outputs isn’t yet
required.

Q178 Chairman: Barry, you’re the champion for
local authorities. You listen to this, and no doubt
you are very aware of the views of the authorities
who gave evidence to us. Do you feel that we are on
track? Do you feel that everything is now in place in
terms of preparation by the ONS and getting the
basis in place for local authority participation—and
all those mechanisms—to be able to deliver a Census
that is fundamentally diVerent from the one 10
years ago?
Barry Quirk: I think I should say that my role is to
be a channel of communication between the ONS
and the London authorities, not the channel of
communication.
Chairman: I appreciate that. I am just asking your
view.
Barry Quirk: I try to alert the professional
communities, whether that is treasurers, chief
executives or planners, to create census liaison
managing roles in local government that are senior. I
am concerned—as you undoubtedly are, and I agree
with all the points that were made—that we get as
reliable, valid and credible a Census as is feasible in
London for resource, research and intelligence
purposes. All local authorities in London—indeed,
all local authorities—will be under enormous
financial pressure over the next period and are
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looking at their resources and at where they are
deploying them. I’m simply saying to my colleagues,
“Make sure that you don’t skimp at all on this, and
that you put in both community engagement and
communication resources.” We need to broadcast
about the Census in a positive way. Yes, we should
be concerned about methodology and where that
will go subsequently, but for the next period up to the
Census we should be concerned that we get as
reliable and as high a response as we can. We are in
very diVerent circumstances and a diVerent climate
now than in 2001. It is not just social diversity. As
you all know from knocking on doors, the sheer
number of night-time workers in London is so great
that if this is based on a collective model we need to
make sure that workplaces as well as places of
residence are properly communicated. There are 3.7
million commuters in London who move all over the
place every day. Something that is residence-based
suVers from the problem of a capital city where
people move and spend hours outside their home
every day of the week.

Q179 Chairman: Presumably, you have a wish list in
the sense of what you have gathered from all the
contacts that you have in local government. What
one or two top things would you say have not yet
been resolved to your satisfaction, or to the
satisfaction of others? What would you say really
needs to be the absolute focus of the ONS’s
attention now?
Barry Quirk: I think it is communication and
community engagement—broadcast messages that
are narrowcast to particular groups, not just ethnic
and social diversity groups, but groups of people at
work. And to make sure that the people who are
recruited by Capita know the ground. That is
absolutely essential.

Q180 Chairman: Finally, to Glen and Guy. As you
will probably know, when we took evidence last
week from Southwark, Westminster and Newham,
for the last question I asked them whether they feel
confident that we are on course for a diVerent kind
of Census, a more successful Census in London
terms than that of 2001. The answer was no. As
things stand, their concerns are suYciently grave as
to suggest that we have not learned those lessons.
Are they wrong?
Glen Watson: I think we have learned so many
lessons from 2001 and we have changed so much.
The big question is whether or not all of that is
enough given the backdrop of falling levels of
participation and falling levels of respect for the
state, increasing levels of migration, transient
populations and so on. That is the big question—is
it enough? For me, we’ve gone out of our way and
tried so hard to learn the lessons and put
improvements in place, but have we just solved the
problems of the last Census, and have we
underestimated the problems of the next one? There
is a little bit of an unknown there.

Q181 Chairman: With respect, if you don’t know,
then we have got a very serious problem. If you don’t
know whether it’s enough a year in—
Glen Watson: I can’t tell you. I can’t say with
certainty that it’s enough until we do the operation
in 2011. When we are talking about the reaction of
53 million people—or 8 million people in London—
there is a lot of uncertainty and a lot of
unpredictability. A lot can happen between now and
then to alter the public mood, or to alter the level of
engagement that we manage to achieve. All I am
saying is that we have tried to think of everything.
We have put in place a heck of a lot to improve the
situation, but there has to remain a risk.
Guy Goodwin: I think, Karen, that we have distinctly
made clear improvements. The work going into the
address list gives me more confidence for 2011. We
are putting real emphasis on that, but, as Glen says,
it’s 10 years on. It is that additional challenge. You
mentioned earlier that if you stand still 10 years on,
in some ways it is a good outcome, but if you can
push on, fine. It is that additional bit, but there are
clear things that we are doing better this time.

Q182 Chairman: Will you take away the key issues,
particularly Barry’s message about local
recruitment? Is that going to happen? That is
absolutely critical to the delivery. The message that
came very strongly from people such as those at the
London Voluntary Service Council was that no one
has spoken to them yet. Community engagement is
not even in its preliminary stages with some critical
London-wide organisations that could be part of
that filter. Will you take that away and sort out those
two issues?
Glen Watson: I’m very interested in having some
discussions with the London Voluntary Service
Council and other bodies like it across London.
There is still some more that we can do there. A good
outcome of this Committee was that I read the
evidence that colleagues gave. We have already
contacted them; we have already followed up on that
first hearing. On the local recruitment side, I have
read and heard a lot of concerns about the local
recruitment in Newham. All I would say is, come
2011, we will be recruiting everywhere. We will not be
faced with the problems of having a select number of
jobs advertised with people from all around London
interested in applying, because we will be advertising
jobs everywhere, so, naturally, there will be a much
stronger local element.

Q183 Chairman: So people from Newham could be
working in Westminster and people from
Westminster could be working in Newham?
Glen Watson: You know, it might well be that the
person living in Westminster knows Newham like
the back of their hand, and vice versa. A lot of
possibilities exist. All I am saying is that, naturally,
there will be a stronger local concentration to the
work force come 2011 than people saw in the
rehearsal.
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Q184 Chairman: How will you monitor that that is
made to happen? The role of Jobcentre Plus, for
example, and local jobs partnerships, which most of
us have in our local authorities, certainly in
regeneration terms, is absolutely fundamental to
that. If it is just left to Capita to get on with, it will
not deal with that nuance. Trust me, I know
Capita—it won’t. It really needs you to get that by
the scruV of the neck and sort it out.
Glen Watson: Can I take that thought away? We will
look into what is possible and what the constraints
are. There are constraints; we can’t reject somebody
on the grounds that they live in a particular borough
rather than living in one borough.

Q185 Chairman: No, but you can make sure that the
recruitment process is loaded in such a way as to give
priority recruitment in particular areas. It will be to

do with timing and the way in which you brief
Jobcentre Plus and so on. There are things that you
can do to make that happen.
Glen Watson: Okay. If you’ll let me, I’ll take that
away. If there is a recommendation in your final
report, that is something we can look at. What I am
saying, though, is that there are likely to be
constraints.

Q186 Chairman: Barry, you’ll carry on fighting
that corner?
Barry Quirk: Yes. It is not that people who live in an
area know the area. Some 70% of the people who live
in Lewisham work outside the area, and the place
they work most is Westminster, but they do not
know it very well. There are lots of people who work
and live in Lewisham, who know the area very well
indeed. It is about getting the right balance. That is
the point.
Chairman: Thank you very much for your evidence.
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Q187 Chairman: Tessa, Mr. Flanagan and Mr.
Hayes, thank you very much for being here. As you
know, we have two sessions. In the first, we shall just
look at the Census, then we will have a second
session on the broader questions on the Government
OYce for London. I shall start by asking you to
introduce yourselves to the Committee. I ask
everyone to make a short introductory statement, as
we would welcome a few words by way of
introduction.
Tessa Jowell: Chris Hayes is director of the
Government OYce for London and Shaun
Flanagan is with the Cabinet OYce. You have asked
us to come and give evidence on two issues. The first
is the forthcoming Census. You want confidence
about the way in which the methodology for the
Census will be addressed to mitigate the problems,
particularly the lack of confidence in the 2001
Census, and we’re very happy to answer your
detailed questions about that, recognising that there
are a number of reasons why it is so important, not
least the primacy of the Census in determining, while
taking account of other factors, the resource
allocation by Government to London boroughs.
Ensuring that those decisions are made on the best
possible population evidence is absolutely crucial.
You may also want to look forward at the way in
which the mid-year population estimates will be
applied, and we’re very happy to address questions
such as that. As I’ve begun to understand a bit more
about this, I’ve found that the services for the people
whom all of us represent are calculated on a number
of diVerent bases, not all of which are population
based. If we have limited confidence in the Census,
that’s a good thing, on the basis that there are many
reasons why we need to count all the people who are
in London on a given day in 2011. There may be an
argument for looking again at the basis of
calculation, but that is obviously not for now. It is
for another time and clearly there are departmental
responsibilities in relation to that. The second area
of inquiry is the role of the Government OYce for
London, which you are absolutely right to say needs
to be kept under constant review.1 In terms of
function, it is more focused since the establishment
of London government. Its headcount is falling. Its
budget is falling. It is important to keep under pretty
constant review the relevance of GOL priorities that
either cannot be exercised at borough level or cannot

1 The transcript of oral evidence relating to the work of the
Government OYce for London is published as HC 409–i.

be discharged by the Greater London Authority
(GLA) and the Mayor. There certainly are some
pretty compelling examples of areas where GOL’s
strategic reach has delivered good rewards for
Londoners, but as I said, we need a process of
constant review and reassessment.

Q188 Chairman: Thank you very much. I shall start
with some questions about the Census. Evidence has
been given to us by the boroughs, London Councils
and the GLA, putting forward their views on what
went wrong in 2001, and while completely agreeing
that there are multiple measures of assessing
population and the Census is not the sole tool on
which we must rely, I think they are very clear about
its importance and how badly it went wrong,
particularly in London and, to a certain extent,
Manchester and other urban environments in 2001.
The councils’ view is that London lost very
substantially as a consequence of what went wrong
in 2001. What is your oYcial view? What is your
estimate of the loss, if any, that applied to London as
a result of what went wrong?
Tessa Jowell: I can’t give you an answer to that
question, Karen, that satisfies me. I’ve tried to get to
a figure that demonstrates the loss to London of
faulty census methodology. You will know that three
boroughs benefited from population revision:
Southwark, Lambeth—sorry, I wish that were so; I
meant to say Wandsworth—and Westminster, and
obviously some compensation through grant came
with that. I am very happy for Chris and Shaun to
explain to you departmentally why this is a very
diYcult figure. You know that a figure has been put
out by London Councils but, as it made very clear,
it was a gross figure rather than a net figure post-
damping. Certainly, as I’ve been trying to get to an
estimate of the cost to Londoners, there are figures
that the Department for Communities and Local
Government, as the parent authority, will disavow.
Chris, perhaps you’d like to explain the
methodological problems, but I don’t think we
should rest until we have a figure on this. I am not
yet in a position to give you one. I would like to be
in a position to do so, and would be happy to oVer
subsequent evidence to you by way of
memorandum.
Chairman: That would be very helpful.
Tessa Jowell: It is important that you understand, in
fairness, what the methodological problems are
judged to be with this.
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Q189 Chairman: I think that’s absolutely right, but
equally it is right—I suspect that you would agree—
that if the London authorities are able to go out
there on the basis of a calculation and say that there
is a loss of £130 million, which may or may not be
true unless it is eVectively refuted, that is a very
powerful story indeed, so it is absolutely essential
that a well-based agreement with that figure or
refutation is put into the public domain as soon as
possible
Chris Hayes: The key point to make is that the
Census information is at the core of calculating
funding to local authorities. That’s changed to make
it more current by mid-year population estimates,
which make adjustments to account for movements
in the population, including migration. That figure is
then subject to a number of stages in developing the
eventual area grant funding for local authorities in
terms of the needs assessment, which looks at the
roles that local authorities undertake, the structure
of the population and demographics. That is the first
calculation that is done. Then there are formulae
depending on particular services that local
authorities oVer, and diVerent formulae for adult
services, children’s services, police and fire, and so
on. When that figure is done, the resource
assessment is done in terms of the local authority’s
ability to raise money locally based on the type of
housing it has. That’s the second calculation that is
done. When that is done nationally, if there is still
money left in the overall grant settlement, that is
divided per capita among local authorities. Once
that is done, the floor damping applies, which
depends on which of four blocks local authorities are
linked into, according to their services. So the point
is that tracking a 2001 Census figure through all
those diVerent mechanisms and calculations is very
diYcult, and to provide, as London Councils has
done, a fairly simplistic calculation, which it admits
is outwith all the diVerent calculations, is quite
misleading in terms of a total figure of potential loss
for London.

Q190 Chairman: So they will just be allowed to make
the running.
Chris Hayes: As the Minister said, she is unhappy
that she has not been able to establish a figure. It
would be diYcult to establish a correct figure
without running all those formulae nationally again,
because of the way that is constructed. We have not
done that.
Tessa Jowell: I intend to raise this with the Secretary
of State for Communities and Local Government.
Given that we are a year away from the 2011 Census,
this has to be part of the stick that produces a better
and more reliable result for London than the 2001
Census did.
Shaun Flanagan: I work in the Cabinet OYce,
working on statistical reform. One of my duties is to
work on the Census and provide support to the
Minister in taking the legislation through
Parliament. One thing I would add is that the ONS,
following the under-count in the 2001 Census, took
proactive action. It reviewed all 376 authorities,
prompted by some boroughs, which led to changes

to the population estimates. There has been an
element of change to those population estimates to
try to reflect the degree by which the Census was
under-counted. They have tried to address it, though
there may still be concerns about whether it has been
addressed satisfactorily.

Q191 Chairman: Why is it possible now to indicate
that there will be a calculation or some progress
towards a calculation to match or refute the London
Councils figure, when that has been impossible to
date?
Tessa Jowell: No, I don’t think that it is impossible
to do it. I think it is a lot of work to do it. We need
to request that that work is done in preparation for
the 2011 Census. To finish on that, you will also be
aware of Tony Travers’s rather sanguine evidence
about this. Essentially, he says that there is a fixed
sum for distribution. How it is distributed between
boroughs means that if one borough is going to get
more because it has more population, there will be
less overall, or other boroughs will get less. It is
therefore a zero-sum game. To some extent that is
true. We need to look, not at the loss to individual
boroughs but to London as a whole.
Chairman: Absolutely. It does not necessarily have
to be dealt with as an issue.
Tessa Jowell: This is not a horse trade between
boroughs. This is knowing what London has as an
entity of government now and what London may
have lost in 2001, in order that we have a benchmark
and can take the necessary steps in the run-up to the
2011 Census to prevent that.

Q192 Chairman: Indeed, that is absolutely right. The
evidence that we have received from the boroughs
has very much been, in conclusion, about whether
they have confidence that what has been put in place
for 2011 will prevent a rerun of some of the disasters
of 2001. They were unanimous in saying they do not
have that confidence. At the moment, the practical
preparation for the Census is not so robust that large
numbers of hard-to-count populations in our most
mobile and hard-to-count corners of the city will not
be counted all over again. What is your response to
that?
Tessa Jowell: Having looked at this, I am impressed
by the very significant improvement in the
methodology and the genuine application to 2011 of
lessons learned from the undercounting of 2001.
Shaun, you might like to enumerate the measures
that are going to be taken, which very specifically
address the characteristics of the constituencies that
we all represent: highly transient populations, great
diYculty in making contact with people, large
numbers of migrants and, at times, people who do
not want to be recorded as being there.
Shaun Flanagan: The improvements that ONS are
going to be taking are well rehearsed. ONS are trying
to develop a national programme that works locally,
which is an extreme challenge, particularly in
London. But on the steps that they’ve taken, bearing
in mind that nine tenths of the country’s population
resides out of the capital, it’s important that they get
it right everywhere, not just in London. The things
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that they’re putting in place to ensure that it works
this time, for example, include, as you’ve heard,
producing an accurate national address register with
99% accuracy, so that forms can be delivered. The
key thing that ONS needs to continue to do is to
work closely with local authorities, particularly
London boroughs, to understand the local area and
to really get a buy-in into promoting, engaging and
ensuring that the population within a borough—

Q193 Chairman: But isn’t the point that the
boroughs are saying now, “We’ve only a relatively
few months to go before everything goes live,” but
that isn’t happening at a level that gives them
confidence that there will be a high-quality census
delivered?
Tessa Jowell: What specifically are they saying is not
happening?

Q194 Chairman: Certainly, there’ll be some
questions about the preparation in terms of the
community engagement, but they are concerned
about the extent to which there is preparation that
ensures that the message is going out to the
population about engaging community groups more
locally and starting to reach into that breathtaking
diversity of groups that we know we have, so that
you’re recruiting the right kind of enumerators, and
about learning the lessons about the communities
that might not wish to engage with the Census
particularly. There are huge numbers of anomalies in
the address lists at a relatively late stage. We all agree
that the address list process is a considerable
improvement on what we’ve had before. They are
expressing a number of concerns.
Shaun Flanagan: On the anomalies, I think you’re
right: there are definitely some. I think Glen Watson,
in his evidence, said that there were 3 million
households in London and 50,000 anomalies on one
register and about 30,000 or 40,000 on the other. So
100,000 out of 3 million is an anomaly that needs to
be sorted, but I think it’s sortable. Another key job
for the local authorities is to engage with that
process and help get the address register right. I
think the process for the Census is that you don’t
want—I would say—engagement too early. If you
engage the public too early on this, they need to
make sure that they take part in the Census on 27
March 2011. We’re currently in the process of the
Census regulations being about to be laid and go
through Parliament, which will enable ONS to begin
the field operations for the Census. That will allow
them to recruit the 35,000 people that they need to
undertake this major project and they will be include
the Census area managers, one of the key roles of
which is going to be liaising with the local authorities
and the London boroughs and those communities
that really need to be brought in, so that they can go
and encourage the people in the local area to take
part.

Q195 Chairman: So you’re confident that the time
scale is adequate still for all that process to be begun.
It may be that we would not expect individual
members of the public at this stage to be learning

much about the Census, but would it not be the case
that, in that intermediate level, there should be a
greater awareness and the beginnings of the
preparation for a strategy?
Shaun Flanagan: To turn this round slightly, the local
authorities and London boroughs also need to
engage with this. They’re the ones, it seems to me,
that have the local knowledge and understanding,
and they need to be making sure that that’s being
provided to the ONS, so that they’re hearing the
message that they need to hear.
Tessa Jowell: I think that there is a case for periodic
survey of samples of local authorities about levels of
awareness and the relevance of about 10 steps that
are highly specific and appropriate for inner London
and about their assessment of how far those
provisions are in place.

Q196 Chairman: Concern was also expressed about
the fact that the ONS wasn’t sharing the
methodology and that there wasn’t a dialogue at
least on methodology for Census estimates with the
boroughs. That was causing concern. Is that
something you can address?
Shaun Flanagan: The ONS has published the White
Paper setting out the proposals for the Census, and
I believe the timetable has detailed information on
what it will do and when, so I am not quite sure what
information was being alluded to.
Chairman: Certainly, the boroughs were of the view
that it was something of a one-way process and that
they weren’t getting an opportunity to engage with
that and make their own contribution to it. Perhaps
that is something you could take away.

Q197 Jeremy Corbyn: It is quite clear, from what you
have just said and from the other evidence we have
taken, that the last Census was inaccurate and that
the implications are serious, as it doesn’t recognise
real population, as the Minister explained, but it also
discriminates between boroughs, so a borough that
is static, with a stable population, is more likely to
get the full allocation of funds than transient, inner-
city boroughs such as Southwark, Camden,
Islington or Hackney. How reliable will Government
policies be over the decade after the Census in
monitoring the eVectiveness and eYciency of that
Census and the population movements that will
inevitably take place during that 10-year period?
Shaun Flanagan: It is absolutely crucial that we get
the Census right in 2011. That is fundamental going
forward, because it provides the benchmark. ONS
has also embarked on a major improvement to its
population and migration statistics, particularly
because of the issues around migration that were
identified by the Treasury Select Committee. That
involves using administrative data sources to better
improve the population estimates. In 2008, the
Government introduced legislation that allowed for
data sharing of personal data, so that they can go
from Government Departments to the ONS for the
purposes of improving population estimates.
Previously, those data weren’t allowed to be shared
due to legal or other barriers. Two orders have gone
through Parliament, and the ONS now has data that



Processed: 24-03-2010 23:26:09 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG4

London Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 47

24 February 2010 Rt Hon. Tessa Jowell MP, Shaun Flanagan and Chris Hayes

will help it on that journey, and a lot more is in the
pipeline to try to make more use of the
administrative data out there to better improve the
estimate of the population and what is really going
on on the ground. Going forward, ONS is looking to
do what it can to improve that.

Q198 Jeremy Corbyn: What about tracking it
through the decade? My experience is that the
population in inner London can increase
enormously in only a year through short-term
migration. It might decrease later, but it changes a
lot. If there is no eVective tracking of that,
Government spending plans are essentially blind to
what is happening on the ground, and that has big
implications. A static outer-London borough will
know roughly what it is getting, but an inner-
London borough with a huge transient population
simply won’t. High-demand populations, therefore,
get less.
Tessa Jowell: If I understand your question, Jeremy,
I think that the mid-year population statistics are
intended to take account of that, and that process is
designed precisely to address the problem you
described. That is an annual process, including the
year of the Census itself. It is the mid-year
population statistic that informs the local authority
allocation, rather than the Census itself, which
provides the baseline.

Q199 Jeremy Corbyn: A bit earlier you said that
there was a danger of getting involved in a zero-
sum game—
Tessa Jowell: No, I didn’t say that.
Jeremy Corbyn: You said that Tony Travers said
that.
Tessa Jowell: Yes, I said that Tony Travers said that.
I would argue for a distribution in London. As a
representative, I would argue for a distribution
formula that takes greater account of need.

Q200 Jeremy Corbyn: Absolutely. I think we would
all agree on that. But if it emerges that London’s
population is much higher than it is believed and it
increases in mid-year terms, do we redistribute the
existing global sum for London within London, or
are we then in a position as a Londoners to go to the
Treasury and say, “Hang on, London’s population is
half a million bigger than you think, so London as a
whole requires this increased national
expenditure.”? Is there a hermetic seal around
London in this respect?
Tessa Jowell: The revisions in the mid-year
population figures inform the level of grant
allocation. To that extent, there is an annual review
based on the four elements of the basis for
calculating grant. The bigger question that you put
about whether London is adequately funded is a
question for the horse trading of the Comprehensive
Spending Review (CSR) that will follow the
general election.

Q201 Clive EVord: We’ve had evidence from the
boroughs that mid-year estimates do not accurately
count the number of people in their areas based on

other sources of data. What feedback have you had
from local authorities about the accuracy of the mid-
year estimates on which you are basing the
allocation of resources?
Tessa Jowell: Those are not my decisions, as you will
know. They are decisions for DCLG.
Clive EVord: That is a royal you as a Government.
Tessa Jowell: Okay. Barry Quirk is working with
ONS to make sure that there is systematic
improvement in this methodology. Chris, would you
like to say a couple of words about the feedback
from local authorities?
Chris Hayes: Clearly, you have evidence from some
local authorities, and we have covered this point
earlier, in terms of their concern to get the next
Census right. I am not aware of any specific issues
that they have with recent mid-year population
estimates that have updated that, apart from
concerns about the extent to which factors such as
migration are taken into account, for which there is
now a cross-Government initiative to ensure that
those transient populations, if you will, are taken
into account, including access to a wide range of
other administrative data and departmental
databases.

Q202 Clive EVord: Have they suggested that the use
of some of those databases might provide more
accurate figures? For instance, Newham and
Hackney have indicated that, while their
populations are going down, applications for
national insurance numbers, school populations,
GP registrations are moving in the opposite
direction.
Shaun Flanagan: One of the diYculties is that, as the
Minister alluded to, there are many diVerent ways of
measuring population. ONS has to try to produce
measures of population that that are consistent
across the whole of the country. A lot of the data sets
that are available to London boroughs are unique to
their area. One of the important things about
statistics is that they need to be consistently
comparable. One of the things that ONS is doing this
time, which is a big step from the 2001 Census, is that
at the point of imputation before the Census results
are going to be released, it will engage with the
London boroughs to see how those population
estimates relate to how it believes they are on the
ground. I believe that it has even said that it will be
prepared to make adjustments before the final
Census results are published. That is a major shift in
its approach compared with last time. Going
forward, the improvement programme that Chris
referred to—the population statistics migration
improvement programme—is specifically to address
the issues of migration, which are a big challenge to
London boroughs. Just on GP registrations, for
example, one of the problems with those databases
is that people register with a GP when they move to
an area or not as the case may be. It might be a
number of months, even years, before they decide to
go and register, because often people might not go to
see a doctor until they are ill. So there are associated
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problems with databases held by London boroughs
as well. I think it is a question of understanding
those.
Tessa Jowell: The other point by way of answer to
Clive’s question is that the detrimental impact of
undercounting of borough population is mitigated
by the grant distribution formula—the floor
damping—which sets the range and means that no
authority gets less than the previous year on a like-
for-like basis.

Q203 Clive EVord: One last question: do the
Departments that fund London boroughs recognise
that there are any shortcomings in figures and report
any concerns about local authorities perhaps missing
out on funding as a result of inaccurate figures?
Tessa Jowell: As Minister for London, I have not had
representations to that eVect, but I think this is
something that has to be driven both by the advocacy
of local authorities and by the vigilance of the
Government. The Census is an independent exercise
conducted by ONS, but it is our job as Ministers and
as elected representatives, with our local authorities,
continually to test and interrogate this. Having
lookedat themclosely, I thinkthat themeasuresbeing
put in place by ONS to improve the methodology for
collecting information are going to have a material
impact. From all the things that we do to identify
people and find out where they are, we know that the
kinds of things that ONS is proposing are the kinds of
things that mean you find more people. So I think we
can be confident that the considerably enhanced
eVort to be proactive and to recognise the particular
nature of inner London communities is something
that will lead to greater accuracy. But, that having
been achieved, I don’t think it means that we can
simply take the Census in 2011 as a snapshot that we
can assume provides a sound basis of assumption for
the next 10 years.

Q204 Chairman: Thank you very much. Glen
Watson, the Census Director, said to us last week that
he was pleased with the settlement he had had for the
conduct of the Census, but he also expressed a note of
caution that thismaynotbeentirelyguaranteedgiven
the financial pressures—there may be some pressure
on the budget. Do you feel that the Census, for
London purposes, is adequately funded? Are there
any discussions taking place, which you are aware of,
that are looking at the public expenditure case for
the Census?
TessaJowell:Theanswer tothesecondquestion isno.
My assumption is that the figure for the conduct of
the Census is settled and that ONS is now proceeding
to plan on that basis, because it has to have
certainty—particularly in light of the additional
work being commissioned, as there will be some
additional costs attached to that. But, Shaun, I don’t
think we have any evidence that the figures are likely
to be revised, do we?
Shaun Flanagan: No. When the UK Statistics
Authority was established, it received a five-year
funding settlement from Parliament of about £1.2
billion, which included the cost of running the
Census.

Q205Chairman:Whataboutdeveloping thebusiness
case for the Census outputs, because I don’t think
that there is a funded streamfor thatat themoment, is
there? Is that an ongoing discussion?
Shaun Flanagan: Yes, the actual publication of the
Census results won’t take place until about
September 2012, which I believe is when the first
results will be coming out, so that will be straying into
thenextCSRperiod.So Ibelieve thatONS, like every
other Department, will have to put a business case in
and bid for the money, and then it will be up to it how
it uses the money it gets from Parliament. One would
hope that itwoulduse it fordisseminatingtheCensus.

Q206 Chairman: Would you have any London-
specific concerns about having to compete for such
resources?
Tessa Jowell: About having to bid?
Chairman: Given the very tight framework, if there
were to be a lot of pressure on funding for this kind of
detailed work on outputs, would this be to London’s
detriment if there was not a good case put together?
TessaJowell: Iwouldexpect goodrepresentationand
advocacy on behalf of London, which underlines the
importance of these outputs and the process of
developing them being properly resourced. If they’re
not, it undermines the value of the Census itself,
which is a major public expenditure commitment.

Q207 Mr. Slaughter: Can I ask you specifically about
the address register? Several people have commented
to us in positive terms about the fact that there will be
what should be the most authoritative address
database the country has ever seen, because it’s
drawn from local government, the Ordnance Survey
and the Post OYce. I think it’s come close to home
withus,becauseweallhave experienceofproblems in
dealing with diYculties and inconsistencies there.
Why is the Government not trying to resolve the
intellectual property issues, so that that database,
which a lot of eVort is going into creating, can be used
after the Census?
Tessa Jowell: I think the Government are trying to
resolve the intellectual property issues.
Shaun Flanagan: On the creation of the national
address register, as the Minister said, the Census is
done independently of the Government. ONS
received their money to carry out the Census, and it
was up to them, using their world-class professional
expertise on how to do it. This time, they decided to
produceanaddress registerandsendout the forms,as
opposed to hand delivering them, as in 2001. As I
understand it, they looked at all the diVerent registers
available. None of them was suYciently high-quality
to meet their needs, so they embarked on this exercise
of producing a comprehensive register from three
diVerent databases, supplemented by diVerent
information. All three of those databases have
commercial value and are sold to make millions of
pounds each year. As I understand it, when ONS
negotiated that contract, the only way in which the
contract could be negotiated was that it wouldn’t be
used for any other purpose than carrying out the
Census and improvements being fed back to the three
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24 February 2010 Rt Hon. Tessa Jowell MP, Shaun Flanagan and Chris Hayes

providers. That, as I understand it, is the basis on
which they were allowed to have access to those
databases.

Q208 Mr. Slaughter: But if it were to be any use, it
would not only have to be available on agreed terms;
it would have to be maintained, because, clearly, one
of the issues is new properties, conversions and so on.
London is particularly vulnerable to that issue.
Things get out of date very quickly. Given the focus
that there is now—whether one supports it or not—
on identity cards and knowing who is who and where
they are, the idea that you have the opportunity to
have what I think most people would think is a fairly
uncontroversial and basic database of what
properties exist and where they are, should this not be
a priority to try and negotiate? There must be a
commercial basis on which something can be
negotiatedbetweenwhatare essentiallypublicbodies
anyway. Are you saying it’s not your job to do that?
Tessa Jowell: No, and it’s not Shaun’s job to do that.
It’s the ONS’s job to negotiate with the three data
suppliers to reach resolution on this question of the
ownership of intellectual property. Then, I think,
there’s a second set of questions that you refer to,
which is about themaintenance of the accuracy of the
register. Again, that sits as a responsibility with ONS,
butwhatwehave toensure is that localauthoritiesare
well and vigorously represented in that process, both
making the case for maintenance, but also
contributing to the maintenance and accuracy of the
register. That’s why Barry Quirk’s role in London is
so important, and there are other champions for
every region around the country. If I can suggest, the
way to see this is as a negotiation which is in process.
There isnodisputeabout the importanceandbenefits
of resolving this. As I said, if it would help the
Committee, we’d be very happy to provide you with a
further note on progress, or you might want to ask
ONS, which would actually be more appropriate, to
give you a note on the progress of the negotiation.2

Q209 Mr. Slaughter: That goes beyond the terms of
this inquiry. None the less, it would be useful if
someone could report back to whatever body is here
in the new Parliament; we don’t know whether the
London Regional Select Committee will be here,
because that will depend on whether Parliament
decides to continue with one. However, this issue has
implications for council tax, electoral administration
and other matters of that kind. If it is agreeable to
you, Chair, we should endeavour to monitor this
almost as a side or separate issue to see whether the
database negotiations can be concluded
satisfactorily.
Shaun Flanagan: Just to add to that, work is under
way already. Discussions are taking place between
Ordnance Survey and local government on the
information IdEA—forgiveme, but for the life ofme,
I can’t remember what it stands for. They are
discussing the information they collect and how it
could be shared. You may be aware that Ordnance
Survey is consulting on whether the information that

2 Ev 147

it collects should be made freely available. A specific
question in the consultation asks whether a national
address register would be useful and should be made
freely available. So there are things going on; the
question is who should make a substantive business
case that these measures are required and who should
fund them.

Q210 Mr. Slaughter: But you say the responsibility
for pursuing that lies with ONS?
Shaun Flanagan: I think ONS would dispute that.
Mr. Slaughter: That is the problem, isn’t it? Who is
going to take responsibility for pursuing
negotiations?
Tessa Jowell: ONS.
Mr. Slaughter: I thought Shaun just said that wasn’t
the case.
Shaun Flanagan: Well, no, I’m not saying that it
would; we can tell it that this is something that we
would like to pursue. As I said, work is going on, and
things will develop. Discussions are taking place, and
there is the consultation, so things are going on.
Mr. Slaughter: They managed it with the Domesday
Book, so it shouldn’t be beyond us.

Q211 Chairman: Thank you. Just a last quick
question on the Census. We heard concerns last week
about therecruitmentofenumerators.Thisgoesback
to the point that Mr. Flanagan made about national
strategies and the need for local solutions. It is a
challenge and a real opportunity to employ, train and
gives skills and experience to people from some of the
core groups that face a challenge in terms of
employment and to use their community knowledge
and skills to get to our hard-to-reach groups. There
was some sense that we are not yet in a position where
Capita is rising to that challenge. Can you tell us—
Mr. Hayes, you have Jobcentre Plus experience—
whether the issue can be taken up, not necessarily
formally, to make sure that we stretch every sinew in
recruiting not only people with the local skills to give
us a good Census, but local people from high-
unemployment communities?
Tessa Jowell: Fewer staV will be recruited for this
Census, comparedwith the lastCensus,butyoumake
a really important point. The approach you describe
helps with local knowledge and understanding. I’m
sure that that point will not be lost on ONS.
Chairman: Thank you. The second part of today’s
agenda concerns the Government OYce for
London.3
Shaun Flanagan: May I just add one point of
clarificationon theaddress register? I’msorry,but the
Department for Communities and Local
Government is responsible for local government and
Ordnance Survey. It is the Department of place, so it
will probably be the better Department to take
forward the issue of the national address register.

Q212 Chairman: Marvellous. To go back to the first
point, will you do us a note—
Tessa Jowell: On the money?
Chairman: Will you just tell us where you are at on
that?

3 The transcript of the second part of the oral evidence session
is published as HC 409–i.
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Written evidence

Memorandum from the Government OYce for London (LPC 01)

Summary

— The Census is the only source which provides a detailed count of the entire population, historically
once every ten years.

— The Census provides the benchmark for the annual population estimates which are an important
factor in funding formulae used to allocate government funding.

— Census derived information is also key to informing national policy development and planning
local service delivery.

Introduction

1. This submission covers the planned use of 2011 Census data by Government. The OYce for National
Statistics (ONS), which designs, manages and runs the Census, will cover separately lessons learnt from the
2001 Census, preparations for the 2011 Census in London, attitudes to participation in London and use of
Census data in the development of London population estimates.

2. Proposals for the 2011 Census of Population and Housing, due to take place on Sunday 27 March 2011,
were set out in the 2008 White Paper,1 Helping to Shape Tomorrow. The Census Act 1920 makes provision
for carrying out a Census in England and Wales, subject to an Order being made by her Majesty. The Census
(England and Wales) Order 2009,2 which enables the 2011 Census to be carried out in England and Wales,
came into force on 10 December 2009. As well as the date, it sets out:

— the area the Census will cover (England and Wales)

— the persons to whom the Census applies, and

— the content of the questions to be stated in the returns.

3. Census regulations, including details of various aspects of the census field operation and a copy of the
questionnaires to be used, will be made in spring 2010. Subject to their own legislative procedures, Scotland
and Northern Ireland will hold censuses on the same day, which will enable a complete snapshot of the UK
to be taken.

4. First estimates from the 2011 census will be available from September 2013.

Planned use of Census Information

5. The Census provides essential information, as it is the only national survey to provide an accurate
count of the entire population, as well as providing a detailed picture of its characteristics. By asking the
same questions of everyone at the same time, the information gathered can be used to compare diVerent
parts of the country. Chapter 3 of Helping to Shape Tomorrow sets out the proposed topics to be covered in
2011, including the rationale for their inclusion and what the information would be used for.

6. Census data are also used to benchmark annual population estimates,3 and form the basis for making
projections of the number of people and households in future years. These give a long term view of the future
if demographic trends were to continue, and allows central and local government, health authorities and
many other organisations to target their resources more eVectively. The Census also informs the
development of national Government policies and is used to plan housing, education, health and transport
services for the future.

National Funding Allocations

7. Population estimates and projections are an important factor in funding formulae used to allocate
government funding. For example, the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG), Home
OYce (HO) and Department of Health (DH) allocate money to local authorities (LAs), police authorities
through the Formula Grant and Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) to support the provision of services and use
formula-based distribution systems to determine these allocations. These systems use a range of socio-
economic, demographic and geographic indicators. The ONS sub-national population projections are one
of the main variables used by this formula.

1 http://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-census-project/legislation/index.html
2 http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2009/uksi 20093210 en 1
3 Census data provide the baseline figures for the mid-year population estimates. Together with the numbers of births, deaths,

immigration and emigration, the Census data are used in the calculation of the mid-year estimates between Censuses. When
data from the next Census are available, ONS go back and assess their methodology for the mid-year estimates and make
revisions, where necessary, using the start Census and end Census to re-base.
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8. The Formula Grant is an unhypothecated block grant that is allocated by CLG to all LAs in England
(including fire and rescue authorities and police authorities). The distribution system is based around on the
relative needs of each authority and the relative potential to raise council tax locally, relative to other LAs
providing the same services. There are no restrictions on what local government can spend their
allocation on.

9. The main source of the resident population used in the distribution system is the sub-national
population projections produced by ONS, as well as a wide range of socio-economic, demographic and
geographic indicators, including indicators derived from the Census.

10. Changes to the formula grant distribution methodology are discussed through the oYcial-level
Settlement Working Group (SWG), before any options are consulted upon with local authorities. The SWG
includes representatives from the Local Government Association, London Councils and the Society of
London Treasurers.

11. Police forces also receive funding from the HO via Police Grant which use socio-demographic factors
and population projections.

12. Funding for PCTs is also allocated on the basis of the relative needs of their populations. A formula
is used to determine each PCT’s target4 share of available resources, to enable them to commission similar
levels of health services for populations in similar need and to contribute to the reduction in avoidable health
inequalities.

13. An outline of these formulae is at Annex A.5 The formula used to calculate funds allocated to LAs
for adult social services is included in Formula Grant.

Supporting National policy development

14. As set out in Helping to Shape tomorrow, Census derived data are vital to the development of long-
term government policies, which need to take account of future populations. Information on the population
size, age, sex and location are fundamental to informing the development of many government policies
including:

— ageing and pensions;

— migration both into and out of the country, and internally;

— long-term sustainability of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth and long-term sustainability
of government revenues; and

— labour supply and inflationary pressures.

15. For example, in the Pensions Act 2007 the Government legislated to increase the state pension age
from 65 to 68 gradually between 2024 and 2046 to reflect increasing longevity, based on population
projections, and ensure the state pension is aVordable over the longer term.

16. Census data are also used for a range of other analytical purposes such as scaling up estimates from
household surveys and calculating healthy life expectancy which is used to produce analysis which informs
policy development. They are also used for providing breakdowns of the population to show such things as
ethnicity breakdowns, which are crucial for policy assessments.

Local Service Delivery

17. Local authorities also use Census derived information and population estimates to plan and budget
for local service delivery. In written evidence submitted to the Treasury Committee’s Counting the
Population6 inquiry, a number of LAs set out the ways they used population estimates, including:

— understanding the demographic composition of their area;

— providing services tailored to the needs of local residents;

— identifying trends and changes in the population structure over time; and

— informing areas of service delivery including health, education, social services, transport planning,
infrastructure provision, waste and leisure services, tackling deprivation and crime and strategic
needs assessments.

18. For example, the information derived from the additional question in the 2011 Census on the number
of bedrooms, alongside total number of rooms, should enable levels of overcrowding to be determined at a
finer geographical level than is possible from annual housing surveys, which only deliver reliable estimates
at regional level. Since London has higher levels of overcrowding than any other region in England, this
should prove particularly valuable in assessing levels of overcrowding within each London borough.

4 The formula determines the target allocation for each PCT; it does not determine PCTs actual allocations. PCTs do not receive
their target allocation immediately, but are moved to it over a number of years in order to minimise financial instability. The
pace of change from the actual to target allocation is decided by Ministers at each allocation round.

5 Ev 52–54
6 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmselect/cmtreasy/183/183ii.pdf



Processed: 25-03-2010 00:02:51 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG5

Ev 52 London Regional Committee: Evidence

Strategic Policy Development by Public Bodies in London

19. Census derived estimates are also used to inform the development of strategic policies by London’s
public bodies, including the GLA, its functional bodies and London boroughs. Census data provide a
consistent set of data across all authorities in England and Wales which is readily available.

20. In its written submission on Counting the Population, the GLA said it used ONS data for a number
of purposes, including using the estimates (either for total or parts of the population) as denominators in
indicators of unemployment, poverty, deprivation or crime.

21. The Mayor’s draft 2009 London Plan and previous versions also uses Census data as a basis for
projections of population and households. It is also used in “addressing needs of deprived groups requiring
strategic targeting of policies and resources to tackle deprivation in London”. This information enables
targeting, especially in relation to health care, aVordable housing and provisions for those with special needs.

22. In addition, long-term assessments of future housing requirements and aVordable housing
requirements in regional strategies, including the London Plan, have regard to current and future
demographic trends and profiles. They also take into account evidence including the Government’s latest
published household projections (as required by PPS37). It is essential to have a consistent set of figures
around which discussion can take place.

23. ONS/CLG household projections are also used by the National Housing and Planning Advice Unit,
along with other data, in setting the housing supply ranges to be tested in regional plans.

Annex A

MAJOR FUNDING STREAMS

Formula Grant

A1. The distribution system for allocating formula grants is split into four blocks; relative needs, relative
resources, central allocation and floor damping. Full details are provided in the Local Government Finance
Report (England) for each individual year.8

Relative Needs

A2. The Relative Needs Amount is determined from the results from Relative Needs Formulae (RNF).
Each RNF has a mathematical formula that includes information on the population, social structure and
other characteristics of each authority. There are separate formulae to cover the major services which local
authorities provide because there are diVerent factors influencing each service area. For example, the factors
which appear to explain variations in the cost of providing social services for the elderly are very diVerent
from those which appear to explain variations in the cost of maintaining roads. These formulae apply to all
authorities providing the particular service.

A3. There are formulae for:

— Children’s Services composed of separate formulae for Youth and Community, Local Education
Authority Central Functions and Children’s Social Care.

— Adults’ Personal Social Services composed of separate formulae for Social Services for Older
People and Social Services for Younger Adults.

— Police.

— Fire.

— Highway Maintenance.

— Environmental, Protective and Cultural Services (EPCS) Composed of separate formulae for
services provided predominantly by non-metropolitan district councils in non-metropolitan areas
(District level EPCS), services provided predominantly by county councils in non-metropolitan
areas (County level EPCS), Fixed Costs, Flood Defence, Continuing EA Levies and Coast
Protection.

— Capital Financing.

Relative Resource

A4. The Relative Resource Amount takes account of the potential income that could be raised locally.
This is done by looking at authorities’ council taxbase data (a measure of the number of properties
equivalent to Band D for council tax in an area). The greater an authority’s taxbase the more income it can
raise from a standard increase in band D council tax.

7 http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/pps3housing
8 http://www.local.communities.gov.uk/finance/0910/lgfr0910s/lgfr.pdf
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Central Allocation

A5. Once the Relative Needs and Relative Resources of LAs has been taken into account, there is still
an amount of money left in the overall grant pot for distribution to local authorities. The Government shares
this out on a per head basis using the sub-national population projection for the year in question. The “per
head” amounts are based on the appropriate minimums for each authority already calculated for the needs
and resources blocks. The “per head” amount is therefore dependent on the services that the authority
provides.

Floor Damping

A6. Following the calculations in the three blocks described above, each authority will have a grant
amount allocated to it. However, Government ensures that a lower limit is set to any individual local
authority’s change in grant year-on-year on a like for like basis. This guarantee is known as the floor.

A7. Separate floor levels are set for four groups of authorities: authorities with education and social
services responsibilities; single-service police authorities; single service fire authorities; and shire districts.
Separate parts of the Formula Grant calculations for the Greater London Authority are included in the floor
arrangements for police and fire authorities.

A8. As all the Formula Grant to be paid to local authorities must come from within the finite overall pot,
the cost of providing the guaranteed floor must also be met from this pot. In order to do this grant changes
above the floor are scaled back. The amount of grant scaled back is then used to pay for the floor guarantee.

Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) Funding

A9. The formula is based on a calculation of the PCT’s share of the England population, a population
that is then weighted to account for its needs for healthcare services relative to that of other PCTs.

A10. The starting point for the formula is an assessment of the size of the population for which PCTs are
responsible. The PCT’s responsible population consists of the number of people permanently registered with
GP practices within each PCT area9 and any additional residents who are not permanently registered with
any GP; this second group includes prisoners, members of the armed forces and asylum seekers. PCT
responsible populations are based on ONS sub-national population projections, adjusted for patients
resident in one PCT while registered with the GP practice of another PCT.

A11. Population is the starting point but the composition of the population is also critical. People do not
have identical needs for health care. A key diVerence is that need varies according to gender, age and in
particular the very young and elderly, whose populations are not evenly distributed across the country—or
even across London. The formula therefore takes into account the age structures of local populations,
together with other health needs diVerences in addition to age. A separate health inequalities weighting, to
target funds at the places with the worst health outcomes, is also applied; as is a market forces factor, which
reduces the variation in the unavoidable geographical variations in the cost of commissioning and providing
healthcare (wages and property costs, for example).

A12. The ONS subnational population projections that form the basis for calculating weighted
capitation targets are based on past trends for births, death and migration, and do not take into account
Government policy on expanding the housing supply in parts of the country. A growth area adjustment is
therefore applied, using population projections provided by CLG that forecast the impact of additional
housing.

Police Funding Formula

A13. The Police are funded according to the Police Funding Formula (PFF). This aims to assess the needs
of police forces relative to each other in order to distribute funds between forces. The formula allocates funds
based on expected level of crime. This is calculated using socio-demographic factors that are highly
correlated with crime, for example measures of deprivation.

A14. Police activities are weighted according to how much they cost (in terms of police time).

Funding Different Types of Police Services

A15. Although the police spend the majority of their time dealing with crime there are also other “service
areas” on which they spend time. The formula uses data on how police oYcers spend their time to split
funding by these service areas. For example, oYcers spend 6% of their time dealing with road traYc
accidents so a proportionate amount of funding is allocated to this type of activity.

9 This means that any patients registered with a GP practice outside their area of residence remain the responsibility of the PCT
where their GP practices is based.
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A16. However, because diVerent crimes consume diVerent amounts of police resources the crime element
is broken down and weighted again according to costliness in terms of police time. It is broken down into
the following categories:

— Violence against the person (more serious) and sexual oVences.

— Violence against the person (less serious).

— Robbery.

— Theft of or from a motor vehicle.

— Domestic burglary.

— High cost other crime.

— Low cost other crime.

A17. Each crime is given a weighting relative to the low cost other crime. For example violence against
the person (more serious) and sexual oVences take 30 times more police time than low cost other crimes while
domestic burglary uses four times as much as low cost other crime. This means that forces are allocated more
money for costly crimes, such as violence, and less for less costly crimes, such as theft from a motor vehicle.

Funding by Service Area

A18. In order to work out how much of each activity a force is expected to undertake in each service area
(and each crime type within the crime area) we use socio-economic and demographic factors. It is important
to note that these variables are not drivers of crime; they are simply well correlated with certain types of
crime. These variables were selected because they provided the best statistical fit with the crime data. So, for
robbery population density and the proportion of the population which is long term unemployed are used
as predictors. For providing public reassurance the formula uses a measure of bars per hectare plus a
measure of people living on low incomes.

A19. Funds are distributed to forces according to the level of these variables and the statistical
relationship they have with the relevant service area. So if we take robbery, a police force area that has high
population density and a high long term unemployment rate will be allocated more funds because on average
we would expect more robberies will be committed in this area relative to an area with lower levels of these
variables.

A20. Therefore, for each service area, forces receive an amount of money depending on their socio-
economic and demographic make up. These service area “top ups” are multiplied by the projected
population of each force to find their allocation. Projected population is used because police forces thought
that the stability of a three year funding settlement was preferable to the volatility caused by updating
variables every year and allocating funding on this basis.

Areas in which Costs are Higher

A21. An Area Cost Adjustment is also applied to funding. This scales up funding for forces in areas that
have higher wage and business rates costs, for example those in London.

Formula Funding

A22. Police forces also receive funding from CLG via Formula Grant (see above).

19 January 2010

Memorandum from the OYce for National Statistics (LPC 02)

Summary of the Key Features of the 2011 Census in London and its Population Estimates and
Projections

— The 2011 Census will cover everyone usually resident in London on Census night, with a subset of
information also collected from visitors present on Census night. Information will also be collected
from residents in communal establishments and individuals or households with no usual or
physical address.

— Nationally, forms will be delivered by post (to as many as 95% of households). Forms will be
delivered by Census field staV to all communal establishments and about 5% of households in areas
which are harder to enumerate and where the quality of the address list is less certain. These will
include some areas in London.

— The public will be able to return completed forms either by post, online, or by doorstep collection;
help will be available to anyone who has diYculty in completing the Census form. Considerably
more resources will be directed this time to the follow-up in London.
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— There will be a slight increase in the number of questions compared with the 2001 Census, but the
form has been re-designed to make it easier to complete.

— Each question on the Census form meets a demonstrated need and is suitable for a self-completed
form; previous censuses or tests have shown the questions to be generally acceptable to the public.

— Significant changes from the 2001 Census content are:

— New questions on national identity and citizenship;

— additional response categories in the ethnicity question;

— a new question on second residences;

— a new question on language;

— the inclusion of civil partnership in the marital status question;

— new questions on date of entry into the UK and intended length of stay for in-migrants; and

— an extension to the question on number of rooms to record the number of bedrooms.

— Stringent confidentiality and security procedures will protect the information gathered in the
Census and will conform to the requirements of census confidentiality, Data Protection and
Freedom of Information legislation.

— There will be publicity to convey to the public the purpose and value of the Census and to give
assurances about the confidentiality with which information is treated.

— Initiatives have been put into place to maximise, and measure eVectively, the quality of the
information collected; in particular, Census Coverage and Quality Surveys will be carried out to
measure the number and characteristics of people not counted by the Census and the quality of the
responses given. The figures to be released in outputs will be adjusted accordingly.

— Census statistics form the basis of annual population estimates, which in turn form the basis of
biennial demographic trend based population projections.

— ONS is leading a major cross-government programme to improve migration and population
statistics. As part of this programme we have undertaken a range of engagement activities with
users of population statistics in London to help ensure that these statistics are compiled using the
best available sources and statistical methods.

The need for a 2011 Census

1. A full census of population has been undertaken in England and Wales once a decade since 1801, except
1941. Census results are vital for a countless range of purposes. The list of users includes central government,
local government, the health sector, businesses and market researchers, academic researchers and the
education sector, genealogists and the public at large. The six broad purposes for which they use census
data are:

— resource allocation,

— targeting investment,

— service planning,

— policy making and monitoring,

— academic and market research, and

— as a benchmark for other National Statistics, in particular local population estimates and
projections.

2. A review of the future requirements for the sort of information provided by a traditional census, and
of alternative ways of gathering it, confirmed that no alternative source would provide the quality of data
required. Results of this review can be found at:

www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme population/ipss.pdf

Lessons Learned from the 2001 Census

3. The strategic aims for the 2011 Census have taken into account the lessons learned from the
2001 Census assessed through its own, and external, evaluations and changes in society expected between
2001 and 2011. A general report and a quality report of the 2001 Census were published and laid before
Parliament in 2005 and provide a detailed account of the conduct and resulting quality of the census. These
can be found at:

http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/cn 143.asp

http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/proj qr.asp
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4. ONS took account of the recommendations made by bodies such as the Treasury Select Committee,
the National Audit OYce, the Statistics Commission, the Public Accounts Committee and the Local
Government Association in their own independent reviews of the 2001 Census. The key issues raised in these
reviews include the need to:

— develop a high quality and up-to-date address list to increase the eYciency of the delivery of census
forms and to better monitor coverage;

— develop robust field management and form-tracking systems to enable better central control of
field processes and activities;

— undertake more detailed and earlier engagement with stakeholders, particularly local authorities,
and review consultation processes to ensure that the needs of the disabled community are taken
into account;

— review consultation processes to ensure that the views of people in Wales and the Welsh Assembly
Government are better reflected in census planning;

— review whether or not the coverage survey design is suYcient to identify under-enumeration in the
hardest-to-count areas; and

— review the mechanisms to protect statistical confidentiality without eroding the utility of the data.

Strategic Aims for the 2011 Census

5. Taking account of the many comments and recommendations arising from 2001, the 2011 Census is
designed to meet a number of strategic aims:

— to give the highest priority to getting the national and local population counts right;

— to provide high quality, value-for-money, fit-for purpose statistics that meet user needs and which
are as consistent, comparable and accessible across the UK as is possible;

— to maximise overall response rates and minimise diVerences in response rates in specific areas and
among particular population sub-groups;

— to protect, and be seen to protect, confidential personal census information; and

— to build eVective partnerships with other organisations, particularly local authorities, in planning
and executing the field operation.

6. Particular attention has been paid to the concerns expressed by a number of local authorities in
London (notably Westminster) that their boroughs had been under-enumerated in 2001. Subsequently a
programe of studies was undertaken to identify where there were higher than usual risks that population
estimates might have missed changes at the local level. The London Boroughs of Camden, Croydon,
Kensington and Chelsea, Southwark, Tower Hamlets and Wandsworth were among those local authority
areas selected for review. The studies concluded that better population estimates could have been made in
three London Boroughs (Westminster, Southwark and Wandsworth) and 12 other areas outside London,
where adjustments were accordingly made. For the remaining majority of London boroughs and other local
authority areas the 2001 Census-based estimates of the population remained the best available. A report of
the studies was published in 2004

www.statistics.gov.uk/about/Methodology by theme/LAStudies.asp

7. ONS is therefore aiming to improve the coverage of the census and the quality of the resulting statistics
for areas that are particularly diYcult to enumerate, including many of the London boroughs. These aims
are set out in more detail in the Government’s White Paper, Helping to shape tomorrow (Cm 7513)

http://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-census-project/legislation/index.html

Census Testing

8. Extensive testing has been undertaken considering diVerent options for the design of the census
operation, including a test in 2007 covering 100,000 households across five diVerent local authorities
(including 25,000 households in Camden). Its main aims were to:

— evaluate the eVect on response of (i) the inclusion of a question on income, and (ii) the use of post-
out to deliver questionnaires;

— assess the development of an address register and the outsourcing of field staV recruitment, training
and payment; and the arrangments for working in partnership with local authorities, in London
in particular; and

— assess the performances of alternative suppliers as part of the procurement of a number of
contracted services.

An evaluation of the 2007 Test can be found at:

www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-census-project/2007-test
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9. A rehearsal for the Census in 2009 covered 135,000 households, including 40,000 households in
Newham, and was designed to rehearse the full set of field procedures, the operation of the various field and
data processing systems and elements of the publicity and community liaison programmes, including:

— online response to the questionnaire;

— an address register for use in form delivery and form tracking;

— the key field support systems; and

— the communication of key messages to the public and stakeholders.

10. Evaluation of the rehearsal is ongoing, and a report is scheduled to be published in spring 2010.

Assessing Coverage and Quality of the Census

11. Quality is at the heart of planning the 2011 Census, and many of the innovations that are being
introduced are about minimising errors and improving the quality of census processes and, thus, the data.
For example:

— the creation of an up-to-date Address Register will underpin the delivery of questionnaires, and a
form-tracking system, functioning in real time, will assist in the follow-up of any non-response

— the re-design of the Census questionnaire and the facility to return it online will make it easier for
respondents to complete the Census and for ONS to process the data; and

— the focusing of field resources in areas of lower response is aimed at improving the overall coverage.

12. Non-response or under-enumeration is the most significant error. While the estimated overall under-
coverage in the 2001 Census (6%) was small compared with national government surveys, it was greater than
in 1991 (4%), reflecting an international pattern of increasing non-response in the Census. But of more
significance was its variation across population subgroups and diVerent parts of the country, particularly in
parts of London. In 2001, for the first time, data from a large post-enumeration Census Coverage Survey was
used to adjust the final results to take account of this under-coverage. Furthermore the mid-year population
estimates based on the Census results were further adjusted following a number of post-census analytical
studies in a number of local authority areas. These adjustments were relatively small in all areas apart from
Westminster and Manchester.

13. The goals for 2011 are to maximise the overall level of quality of data and to minimise the diVerences
in quality between areas. ONS has developed a quality assurance strategy for investigating and, if necessary,
adjusting the results before final release of output. This will involve validation with data from other sources
to ensure that outputs for areas from the national to the local level, and for specified population sub-groups,
have acceptable levels of accuracy.

14. The Census Coverage Survey (CCS) will, again, be the key source of information on the extent and
distribution of the census undercount. The CCS will be a separate sample survey currently planned to be
carried out over a three to four-week period starting six weeks after the Census itself, and will take the form
of a short doorstep interview to check on the coverage of households and people within households, and to
collect basic demographic characteristics (such as age, sex, marital status, ethnic group and economic
activity). The information obtained from the survey will be used, in conjunction with the Census data itself,
to help produce a consistent set of census-based estimates, which will form the new base for the series of
annual mid-year population estimates for local and health authorities.

15. This approach will develop and improve the methodology adopted for the 2001 Census that was
widely welcomed by users. ONS will consult and inform users on the methodological approaches to be
adopted, and will assess and report on the quality of the data produced. The improved sample design of the
CCS will ensure, in particular, a better measurement of coverage and data quality in each of the London
boroughs.

Overcoming Barriers to Particpation

16. One of the biggest challenges to overcome in the 2011 Census will be reaching population groups that
are traditionally undercounted—the so-called “hard to count”. Research into the types of people missed in
the 2001 Census and changing demographic profiles has helped to inform the type of initiatives needed. The
Local Authority and Community Liaison Programmes are key components of this research. The
2011 Census is building on the valuable experience gained and the lessons learned from the 2001 Census by
placing emphasis on more collaboration with local authorities and with the many agencies and community
organisations involved.
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Local authority liaison

17. ONS is working closely with local authorities, to maximise coverage among hard-to-count
populations. By positively engaging local authorities in the development and quality assurance of address
lists, for example, and actively encouraging them to promote the benefits of the Census in their areas, ONS
is seeking to improve coverage. Such initiatives aim to cover not only the known disadvantaged groups, such
as disabled people, ethnic minorities and the very elderly, but will allow ONS to target resource at areas
known to have the characteristics associated with poor coverage.

18. ONS will benefit from local authority resources and knowledge of their local areas to improve the
enumeration process. The most eYcient way for Census field staV to make use of existing local networks
has been explored with local authorities in preparing for both the 2007 Census Test and the Census Rehearsal
in 2009. Agreed areas for partnership working include:

— identifying hard-to-count populations through local and community intelligence;

— developing and quality assuring up-to-date address lists;

— assisting in field staV recruitment;

— providing logistical support, such as local oYce accommodation;

— promotion and publicity; and

— providing additional data for quality assurance of the census outputs.

19. It is important that the strategy for the 2011 Census is supported by local authorities, especially so at
the Chief Executive level. ONS has thus appointed ten Regional Champions who are Chief Executives or
other senior local authority oYcials, to act as ambassadors for the Census and to encourage local authorities
to work with ONS to deliver a successful outcome. The appointee from London is Barry Quirk, the Chief
Executive for Lewisham.

20. ONS is encouraging local authorities to appoint formal census liaison managers to act within the
authority and to work with senior field managers, and is engaging with all local authorities to inform them
of its planning and preparations to foster support. Local authorities are also involved in a number of Census
Advisory Groups established by ONS as a forum for them to provide feedback on the census proposals and
methodologies. Representatives of Camden and the Greater London Authority attend the Central and
Local Government Information Partnership (CLIP) Census Sub Group, and ten London boroughs are
represented on the ONS Local Authority Operational Management and Communication Advisory Group.

Community liaison

21. The innovative 2001 Census Community Liaison Programme has been further developed to establish
contact with relevant community groups and agencies. This Programme was initiated much earlier in the
planning cycle (in 2006). Specific objectives of the 2011 Programme are to:

— encourage participation in the Census by publicising the Census and explaining its use and value;

— help provide a potential source of field staV; and

— provide help and guidance to local communities and individual members of the public.

22. Among the organisations that ONS is working with are those representing the interests of faith
groups, ethnic minorities, migrant workers, students, young adults, the disabled, the elderly, and the
homeless. Several of these organisations, such as the Polish Social and Cultural Association, the Federation
of Irish Societies and Race On The Agenda (ROTA), have a particular focus on London.

OVering help

23. Recognising the diYculties in encouraging particular groups within the population (and particularly
in London) to participate in the Census, ONS has developed an additional programe to identify and engage
with the target groups (such as short-term migrants, students, the visually impaired and Gypsies and
Travellers). For these and other groups help will be oVered through a range of media such as a dedicated
telephone helpline, an online help centre, and the availability of translations of the census questions in
60 languages and in large print format with additional guidance also available in Braille, a video guide with
British Sign Language, and a type talk service.

The Census Questionnaire Content

24. The content of the 2011 Census Questionnaire, now agreed by Parliament and set out in the Census
(England and Wales) Order 2009 (Statutory Instrument 2009 No. 3210) is the result of extensive user
consultation and question testing. Over 500 organisations responded to the formal 2005 consultation on
census questionnaire content. An overview of the consultation and questionnaire development process can
be found at: http://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-census-questionnaire-content/recommended-
questionnaire-content-for-england-and-wales.pdf
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25. Further details on the development process for many of the individual questions can be found at:

http://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-census-questionnaire-content/question-and-
content-recommendations-for-2011/index.html

26. The 2011 Census questionnaire will include space for six people per household, compared with five
people in 2001. Households with more than six people will have to request an additional questionnaire, and
the increase from five to six people per questionnaire will reduce the need to do so, reducing the risk of people
being missed by the census altogether.

27. Public acceptability of the census questions and questionnaire design has been thoroughly assessed
in both large—and small-scale tests, focus groups and cognitive research. The burden on each household in
completing the census questionnaire is considered reasonable; for an average household of four people it
takes around 30 minutes, once a decade.

The Planned use of Census and other Population Data in Population Projections for London

28. As well as the Census, ONS is responsible for the production of many population statistics, including
mid-year population estimates, migration estimates, national and sub-national population projections,
small-area population estimates and population estimates by ethnic group.

29. Population projections for London are produced every two years and are used as the basis for local
government funding by CLG and for health organisation resource allocation by DH as well as other
purposes. The projections use recent mid-year population estimates as a base and project forward the
population by single year of age and sex for each London Borough over a 25-year period. The projections
are constrained to the oYcial National Population Projections, also produced by the ONS.

30. The methodology for projections uses several population sources, as well as assumptions based on
these sources for future demographic levels. The starting point (base year) for the projections is taken as a
recent mid year population estimate. The most recent population projections for London are based on mid-
2006 population estimates published in August 2007. They were produced by rolling forward the
2001 Census results, accounting for net migration and natural change (births minus deaths) over the period
to mid-2006. Key population data used in this process include:

— 2001 Census results used as the starting point;

— annual international migration inflow and outflow estimates as measured mainly by the
International Passenger Survey;

— annual patient registrations used as an estimate of internal population moves;

— registrations of births and deaths to measure natural change year-on-year;

— other survey sources—such as the Labour Force Survey—to provide additional information on
migration distributions; and

— other administrative sources for data on special population groups such as armed forces and
asylum seekers.

31. For the projected years, assumptions on future levels of international migration and internal
migration into and out of local authority areas, and births and death rates are derived from levels observed
in the five year reference period to the base year. They are demographic projections indicating the future
population levels that would occur if these assumptions were realised. As such they take no account of
current or future policy aVecting population.

32. The next set of projections for London will be 2008-based, using the mid-2008 population estimates
as a starting point and will be published in May 2010. They will incorporate improvements that have been
developed by the cross-government Migration Statistics Improvement Programme. The improvements will
lead to revised population estimates for 2002–2008. They mainly aVect Local Authority/London Borough
level estimates of migration, using administrative data sources to improve the local distribution.

33. Users of population projections have the opportunity to comment on the assumptions being used. A
consultation exercise is conducted by the ONS to seek user’s views on these and gain a local perspective
before sub-national population projections are finalised.

34. ONS is leading a major cross-government programme on Migration Statistics Improvement (MSI).
This programme publishes progress updates on a quarterly basis. The first phase of improvements from this
programme is being completed by the end of May 2010. Included in this is the use of a greater range of
administrative and other data to improve migration and population statistics. The next phase of this
programme will seek to build on this by increased use of administrative sources at record level.
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35. As part of this MSI programme, ONS has undertaken a range of engagement activities, including
seminars, workshops, and other meetings with local experts from London, together with a written user
engagement exercise supported by indicative data. This engagement with London is designed to ensure that
we are able to use the best available sources and statistical methods to calculate regional and local authority
annual migration and population statistics.

36. Current population estimates and projections can be found at www.statistics.gov.uk/popest and
information on the MSI programme can be found at www.statistics.gov.uk/imps

Beyond 2011

37. Although the census provides good quality measures of the population and its characteristics, at high
levels of consistency and at detailed levels of geography, users increasingly want outputs to be available more
frequently so as to have a more accurate picture of change. In recent years substantial cross-government
eVorts have led to improvements in inter-censal population estimates, particularly in respect to migration
statistics. Nevertheless, it is clear that these initiatives need a coherent framework of sources to ensure cost-
eVective and sustained improvements in the long term.

38. To that end ONS has launched the Beyond 2011 Project to investigate (i) the feasibility of improving
population statistics by making use of integrated data sources to replace or complement existing approaches,
and (ii) whether or not alternative sources can provide the priority statistics on the characteristics of small
populations typically provided by the census. The project is likely to report around 2013 and will input into
the consideration for the need for a census in 2021.

18 January 2010

Memorandum from Enfield Council (LPC 03)

Summary

The following submission deals with the following key points:

1. Lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census exercise—unclear documentation and application
to 2011 Census;

2. Preparations for the 2011 census in London—lack of detail from ONS; and

3. Other important issues for the Committee—imputation; mid-year estimates; illegal immigrants; the
basis for counting the population; population data used in funding formulae

1. Matters to be Examined by the Committee

1.1 The lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census exercise

It would be good if lessons learnt could be clearly referenced or documented, particularly by the ONS.
More pertinently, it is imperative that clear intentions be set out as to how the lessons will be put into practice
and that some measurement is allied to the changes in practice, i.e. forecast impacts.

1.2 Preparations for the 2011 Census in London

Again, it is not clear, even to those with a keen interest, what specific diVerences in practice from 2001 will
have a greater bearing in London. Some of those methods are unclear—more detail would help local
authorities in their collation of evidence to support ONS preparations for the enumeration. This particularly
applies to the coverage of the address register to be used for the post out and hand delivery of census forms.
Most London borough councils will only be at a very early stage in thinking about promotional activities,
awaiting liaison with ONS staV yet to be appointed.

There is a particular need for more detail as to what eVorts ONS will make to promote the 2011 Census
amongst the hard-to-reach, including migrants and transients. There is likely to be an issue of how much
promotion ONS believes is reasonably their responsibility and much is down to others, principally local
authorities.

2. Other Important Issues for the Committee

2.1 Imputation

The Committee may get too fixated on the thoroughness of the Census enumeration. With the best will
in the world and resources to match, there will be significant problems of non response in London. Given
that, it is vitally important that the Committee is aware of the imputation process that the ONS will use to
make up data for non response. Arguably, the sophistication of the imputation methodology is as critical
as the enumeration process.
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2.2 Mid-year estimates

2.2.1 Issues with current series of mid-year estimates

The ONS’s mid-year estimates of population are ultimately based on the decennial census. The Census,
as that basis, is thus important but is not the be all and end all for the central funding of local government
services. The methodologies for the production of the mid-year estimates and the consequent sub-national
projections are also important.

2.2.2 Specific concerns with the estimates for Enfield

Enfield’s school age population may be underestimated by about 5.3%. This is the diVerence to the sum
of the Spring 2008 National Pupil Database count and a figure from 2005 given in answer to a Parliamentary
Question about independent school pupils. Comparisons of Child Benefit recipients at August 2006 (still the
latest available) with the ONS 2006 estimate also showed a diVerence—the former being higher by 4.5%.

Enfield’s population of pensionable age might also be underestimated. There is a “shortfall” of 7.5% in
the count of State Pension claimants at May 2008 compared to the ONS estimate of the population of State
pension age. In London the shortfall is 10.5%—if Enfield is regarded as average in the London context then
one would expect the shortfall to be about the same as the London average and so the estimate would be
correspondingly higher.

2.3 Illegal immigrants

In order to better reflect reality, the ONS or Government should make some allowance for illegal
immigrants in the population estimates or grants to local government.

2.4 The basis for counting the population

It is arguable that funding should be based on the population resident at a given moment in time,
regardless of the length of residence. In other words, include short term migrants—or at least give some
weighting to them in the funding formula.

2.5 Population data used in funding formulae

This is an enormous issue, no doubt beyond the scope of the Committee but it might be worth inviting
views as to how critical the accuracy of the population estimates is in the context of all the factors which
determine central government funding of public expenditure in London. In other words, test how sensitive
the funding is to changes in population figures. This might more usefully be done for one or more chosen
spending heads where population figures for certain age groups are more critical.

13 January 2010

Memorandum from the London Borough of Lambeth (LPC 04)

1. The lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census

1.1 In 2001, around 20% of Lambeth’s census responses were imputed. This means much of the
information about people unlikely to complete the census form—often those who require public services—
is imputed. This aVects our ability to provide services in an equitable and representative way: for example,
all consultation samples and many equalities denominators are based on the census.

1.2 Many of the factors associated with census non-response (table below) are prevalent in Lambeth, and
it is expected that enumeration of the 2011 census in Lambeth will be challenging. Thus Lambeth risks
getting an inadequate funding allocation (possibly having a cash impact of many millions of pounds over
the next decade) for the services we are expected to provide.

1.3 Inadequate address lists were the cause of much trouble in 2001, and ONS has undertaken to learn
from this experience. However, it would have been better for the ONS to use the NLPG Gazetter as a single
source of data rather than setting up a new address database to be used only for this Census. Ideally, the
work could have looked at improving the accuracy of the NLPG ready for the Census, which would then
have benefited the use of the gazetteer for other purposes. The various constraints on sharing data from
diVerent systems seem to have limited how far the source systems themselves can be improved directly
through this exercise.

Table 1

FACTORS MOST ASSOCIATED WITH HIGHER CENSUS NON-RESPONSE IN 2001

Factors most associated with higher Census non-response in 2001 (listed in order of importance) are
households:

— renting privately;
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— where the occupants are of Black, Asian, Chinese or Mixed ethnic group;

— paying part rent/part mortgage;

— containing a single person;

— where the average age of the people within the household is between 23 and 29 and 29 and 34;

— where the average age of the people within the household is 70!;

— renting from housing associations or the council;

— where more than two thirds of occupants had a diVerent address one year earlier;

— living in commercial buildings;

— in an area with a higher IMD Income score;

— where the average age of the people within the household is between 60 and 69;

— living in accommodation that is not self-contained;

— living in a converted/shared house;

— where the average age of the people within the household is under 23;

— containing a single parent family; and

— where more than two thirds of occupants aged 18–29 are students.

From: Modelling Census Household Non-response (Nargis Rahman and Shayla Goldring, ONS, 2007)

Simpson and Middleton (1997) Who is missed by a national census? highlighted single and divorced males,
recent migrants, unemployed, minority ethnic, private renters and those who share a dwelling with other
households or with a business as population groups who are all associated with higher non-response in a
census.

2. Preparations for the 2011 census in London, with particular reference to approaches to assessment issues
unique to London: counting of migrants and transients, underdeclaration on census returns, and correlations
between characteristics of underrepresentation in census and electoral registration returns

2.1 We welcome ONS’s key objective for the 2011 census to reduce the variation in response rates between
diVerent population groups, and their intention to improve engagement with local authorities and
community groups for the 2011 census.

2.2 We recognise that there will be substantial national variation in the factors associated with census
non-response. However, there are several London boroughs with similar enumeration issues to Lambeth,
and we would welcome a co-ordinated approach to this from ONS. This would include the diYculties caused
by gated and security-protected properties, which are familiar to electoral canvassers. We also hope that the
ONS mechanisms for obtaining local knowledge will become clearer before the census area managers come
into post in August 2010.

3. Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to engaging participation by
minority communities

3.1 We know that, nationally, households where the occupants are of Black, Asian, Chinese or Mixed
ethnic group are less likely to complete the census form. Lambeth has significant Black Caribbean and Black
African populations. Whilst we have no local research on census completion, we know from our
2009 residents survey that locally, White British people are much more likely to engage in consultations than
Black Caribbean and especially Black African people.

3.2 Lambeth has a highly mobile population, with substantial numbers of recent migrants and people
whose first language is not English. We know these groups feel less informed about public services, and can
expect them to be less aware of the need for returning the census form.

3.3 We welcome the inclusion of the language question in 2011, as this will improve our knowledge of the
diversity of our population. Data from our schools survey indicate that around 140 languages are spoken
in the borough, of which the most common are Yoruba and Portuguese. ONS has asked boroughs to identify
groups of non-English speakers and contacts who can provide translation and language assistance. There
is some concern it may be diYcult to identify suYcient individuals prepared to provide translation support
on a voluntary basis.

13 January 2010
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Memorandum from the City of London Corporation (LPC 05)

Introduction

1. The City of London Corporation welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the Committee’s first
inquiry. The City of London works closely with Greater London Authority and other neighbouring
boroughs to facilitate the development of a range of good quality statistics. A big diYculty for the City
Corporation is that the “Square Mile” is one small component of Inner London with a high daytime
population but few residents and a disproportionately large number of second homes in comparison with
the majority of the boroughs.

Uses and Definitions

2. Information regarding the estimation of population and the projection of population is used to feed
into planning policy approaches, departmental business plans and ultimately service delivery. Inaccuracies
in the population counts can, therefore, have an eVect at the end user point of delivery of services with
increased pressure placed on services if the number of residents is underestimated and local authorities
consequently will be under funded. This leads to an inability to cope with an increased residential population
in terms of environmental services, community and children’s services as well many other service functions
the local authority is expected to deliver.

3. The usual resident population is defined by ONS as10:

“someone who spends the majority of their time residing at that address. It includes:

— people who usually live at that address but who are temporarily away from home (on holiday,
visiting friends or relatives, or temporarily in a hospital or similar establishment) on Census Day;

— people who work away from home for part of the time, or who are members of the Armed Forces;

— a baby born before 30 April 2001 even if it was still in hospital; and

— people present on Census Day, even if temporarily, who have no other usual address.”

The definition of usual resident used in the Census is a clear definition. It is only suYcient, however, if a
further defining question is asked on second residences to clarify the number of usual residents who work
away from home for part of the week. As is stated in the City Census 2001 document published by the City11:

“In Central London visitors contribute significantly to the total number of people requiring local
authority services, normally during the working week. Therefore, incorporating visitor numbers is
integral to the planning of services in areas where many persons occupy residential premises on short
term lets or use the premises as second homes. Unfortunately no visitor information was collected
during the 2001 Census. Therefore visitor numbers will have to be estimated from Census dwelling
counts.”

No information on short term migrants or visitors is included in the resident estimates. This is a significant
shortfall of the estimates, as these figures are also required to estimate service needs accurately, as both short
term migrants and visitors require local authority services.

Role of the Census

4. The Census of Population is the only complete source of demographic information provided on a
consistent basis throughout the country and is vital for establishing need and demographic profiling of
communities. The Census is currently too infrequent and using 2001 data for over 10 years does not show
an ideally accurate quantification of need within communities. Further surveys and local needs assessments
must be completed in the interim period. Central London areas have high levels of migration and high
population turnover due to a highly transient population. Measuring this every 10 years therefore is not
suYcient as much can change in this time.

5. A consistent interim Census that provides basic demographic information half way through the 10 year
period would be useful in ensuring the accuracy of estimates and projections and providing more detailed
information that cannot be compiled from other sources. This does not have to be a complete Census, but
one with a number of basic demographic questions.

6. In order to ensure good quality, eVective consultation responses and statistical information it is
important to have eVective co-ordination at all levels. At a London-wide level; constructive dialogue
between boroughs and other authorities is coordinated by the GLA. At a national level the work done by
ONS is welcomed, however, mistakes were made during the 2001 Census compared to the results of the
1991 Census. It is therefore important to learn the lessons from previous years and take into consideration
the changing nature of a more transitional population base.

7. Integration with other datasets is important, as the Census is used in many diVerent ways by many
diVerent authorities, however it is diYcult to deliver integration in practice. The most important aspect of
this is to ensure clarity and focus of the Census: eVective good quality results are key.

10 Census 2001: Definitions, ONS, 2004
11 City of London Resident Population: Census 2001: An Introduction, June 2005
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8. The usefulness of the data is also reliant on the level of response. For 2001 Census response rates in
London were low. The 74% response rate for the City of London was the third lowest in England and Wales
after Kensington & Chelsea and Hackney. The 2001 “One Number” Census project aimed to integrate the
2001 Census counts with estimates for the number of households and people not counted. This resulted in
population figures adjusted for under counting. In this respect, 26% of the City of London’s population base
was imputed in 2001. Imputed households were assigned typical characteristics which were then included in
the total statistics. As the Corporation utilises Workplace and Travel to Work data extensively which is
derived from residents of neighbouring boroughs completing questionnaires then ensuring good response is
key on a London-wide base.

9. There were also issues relating to the count and quality of the data produced. These issues were raised
in partnership with the Greater London Authority (GLA) Census Users Group. This issue has also widely
aVected many other urban districts. The lessons learnt have been recognised and the OYce for National
Statistics (ONS) has constructed a good working partnership with local authorities through the IDeA. There
has been a series of consultation events of data outputs and ensuring good quality enumeration.

10. In terms of facilitating good response the City of London Corporation has several factors to consider:

— Ensuring good Community liaison with relevant social and housing bodies.

— Utilising good local knowledge to assist in setting up good enumeration practices and access to
hard to count groups.

— The London-wide consensus is that the Electoral Roll is a good knowledge base to utilise as an
input to establishing a good response base.

11. A consistent concern raised by London boroughs has been the need to engage with local communities
at a level relevant to the respective community and not purely deliver forms for completion. Related to this,
it is important that the public have a clear understanding of the importance of the Census to service delivery.
An explanation of this should be included in Census forms to ensure the public has access to this
information.

Second Residences

12. At present there are a small number of sources from which data on second homes is available such as
the Survey of English Housing (SEH), the Omnibus Survey and the Census. However each of these have
drawbacks. The SEH does not collect information at Local Authority level, the Omnibus Survey is available
at a cost and there are problems with each of the above using a diVerent definition of a second home. For
these reasons: estimates of second homes in the City can vary significantly. It is necessary to have a consistent
well-defined source of data on second residences which can provide accurate base data for analysis, as the
number as second residences impact highly on the delivery of services within the working week in the City
of London.

13. In the 2001 Census, information was collected on second residences. However the definition was not
clear and, as a result, people working away from home for part of the week were counted at their family
home and not at their second home. For the City this resulted in an undercount of the number of occupants
of residential premises during the working week and an undercounting of persons utilising the City’s local
authority services. Care will be needed in future to ensure there is a clear definition of second residences.

14. The role of the Census in providing workforce data is also important. The Annual Business Inquiry
(ABI) provides a source for industry of workers in the City of London classified according to Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes, however this does not provide information on City residents and their
industry of employment.

15. Collection of this data within the context of the Census is essential therefore for providing in depth
analysis of worker profiles. The origin-destination statistics allow cross tabulation analysis of the entire City
of London workforce. Knowing the number of workers within an industry and being able to cross tabulate
where they are travelling from, their age structure and sex for example provides a valuable overview to the
structure of the City employment. This feeds into policy decisions and service provision. This information
also provides valuable base data for comparison with the ABI to track changes to the workforce structure.

Mid Year Population Estimates

16. The mid year population estimates are generally soundly measured for the City. However, without
including figures on short term migrants and visitors, the estimates do not reflect accurately the number of
people for which the City is required to provide services. Being an international business City, the City of
London has a large proportion of short let accommodation which is used by business visitors for whom
services need to be provided year round. The City has a high proportion of migrants and a highly mobile
population: from the 2001 Census 23% of residents were migrants and 4% of these were migrants from
outside the UK. Similar issues to these are faced by neighbouring boroughs.
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17. The user need in terms of mid year estimates for the City therefore relates to the inclusion of short
term migrants and visitors, as these groups are currently not counted despite their use of services. It is
essential that the City Corporation is aware of the number of people using short term accommodation. The
fundamental Census base data is therefore essential for all future population counts and it must be ensured
that this is of a high quality.

13 January 2010

Memorandum from the Demographics User Group (LPC 06)

Executive Summary

1. The Demographics User Group (DUG)12 represents the views of major commercial companies—
Barclays, Boots, Co-operative Group, E.ON, John Lewis, Marks & Spencer, Sainsbury’s, Tesco, The
Children’s Mutual, and Whitbread—which make extensive use of population statistics produced by
government.

2. The key themes of this note are:

— The importance of good population statistics to commercial companies.

— The need for several diVerent measures of “the population”.

— The currently crucial importance of the Census as a source.

— The 2001 Census serving as an alarm bell to focus on coverage in 2011, leading to three priorities
for improving coverage and quality:

— Create a definitive address register—for 2011, and beyond.

— Target diYcult areas for hand delivery, and collection, of Census forms.

— Use administrative files for quality checking 2011.

— Looking further ahead, more use should be made of administrative files for statistical purposes,
aiming towards the creation of a population register, validated by a final traditional Census in
2016 (rather than waiting until 2021).

The importance of good population statistics to commercial companies

3. The value of good population statistics to both central and local government for resource allocation
and service delivery is widely understood. It is sometimes not appreciated, however, that many thousands
of commercial companies also use population statistics when making vital business decisions, such as:

— Where are the best places for our new stores?

— Which branches should we close?

— What products and services should we be oVering in each of our existing stores?

— Where should we advertise?

— Who are our best customers, and our best prospects?

— Which areas and people should be targeted for market research?

4. The Census and other population statistics underpin decisions involving investments by businesses of
many hundreds of millions of pounds in London every year. Very few companies still rely solely on “gut
feel” when reviewing their branch network or which prospects to target. The sums of money involved are
considerable. For example, the refurbishment of just one pub or restaurant often costs many hundreds of
thousands of pounds, whilst the development of a single new superstore can exceed £20 million. Further
down the scale, a new start-up company might sink or swim depending on whether its first outlet is in the
best location. Faced with the worst recession for 50 years, businesses need reliable information.

What measures of population are needed, especially in London?

5. Increasing mobility and migration in recent years have rendered a single definition of the population
inadequate. The following populations are all important, and are especially relevant in London which, in
demographic terms, is “another country” when compared with the rest of the United Kingdom.

— Usual resident population—the traditional measure, of people resident for a year or more.

— Short-Term Migrants/Residents, who are here for 3–12 months. This population is best illustrated
by the large in-migration of people from Eastern Europe in recent years. Such populations fall
outside the usually-resident definition, yet require public services, and present new markets for
commercial companies, such as retailers and mobile phone operators.

12 http://www.demographic.co.uk/dug.html
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— Clandestine/Illegal population. This is partly in addition to the above populations, and believed
to total about half a million people in Greater London. Such a large additional population is of
great significance to many organisations, for example water companies seeking to understand the
extent to which water is being consumed, rather than assumed lost through pipe leakage.

— Visitors. Daily and weekly flows of visitors and tourists present very important markets for
retailers.

— Workplace populations—such as the number of people working (and shopping) within one
kilometre of Victoria Station—are also of great significance to retail, financial services, and leisure
companies.

6. Such measures must be for small areas if they are to be useful, and should ideally be accurate (or at
least fit for decision-making), and also recent. The statistics currently available fall far short of this ideal,
but the Census will update counts of usual residents, workplace, and visitor populations, and ONS is also
putting significant eVort into improving estimates of the numbers of short-term residents.

How can the population statistics best be produced?

7. In order to understand their markets, companies seek statistics for small neighbourhoods, across the
whole of United Kingdom, for a wide range of question topics. Only the Census can currently provide this.
Sample surveys just produce estimates for large areas. Administrative sources, as discussed in the Treasury
Sub Committee’s report Counting the Population13 are not yet suYciently integrated to classify people and
areas by several topics at once.

8. However, members of DUG appreciate that many changes in society—greater migration and mobility,
weekly commuting, more entry phones, etc—make it increasingly diYcult to assemble reliable and current
statistics about the population using a traditional decennial Census.

The 2011 Census—its questions

9. The choice of questions for the Census form is never easy, and has to cope with conflicting demands
for limited space. In our opinion, the Census OYces have done a good job in seeking to assess users’ needs,
and making recommendations for parliamentary approval.

10. Considering the new questions proposed for 2011, commercial users are pleased to see Second
Residence (making sure that every household is recorded at one of its addresses); and Language (for local
marketing). Our one major regret is that there are no plans to include a question on Income, due to fears
about the possible eVect on response. This topic is important to users in all sectors. Income is regularly asked
in censuses held in Australia, New Zealand and the USA, and it is planned to be asked in Scotland in 2011 for
the first time.

The major lesson learned from the 2001 Census

11. On balance, the 2001 Census was successful, producing reliable and comparable statistic for most
parts of the United Kingdom. There were, however, some local problems of coverage, most notably in
Manchester (where addresses were missing), and in Westminster and other parts of Central London (where
response rates fell to unacceptably low levels). This sounded alarm bells, highlighting the fact that getting
good coverage is the major challenge facing the 2011 Census. The low response rate to the recent Census
Rehearsal in Newham has confirmed this.

Planning 2011—three top priorities for improving coverage and quality

A. Create a definitive address register—for 2011, and beyond

12. The ONS is planning to post out Census forms, rather than deliver them by hand, as has always been
done in the past. A reliable address list is therefore a fundamental starting point. Past eVorts to produce a
definitive national address register foundered on issues of the ownership of intellectual property by diVerent
parts of government. ONS is therefore now compiling a special address register for England and Wales,
buying information from the Post OYce, Ordnance Survey, and the Local Government Information House
at an estimated cost of £12 million. It appears that good technical progress is being made, particularly by
using address matching to identify properties which have alternative descriptions (“Flat 1”, “Ground Floor
Flat”, etc), and detailed mapping to illustrate local concentrations of diYcult addresses.

13. However, due to these three public bodies each defending their own intellectual property, this
definitive register will not be available for any other purposes, not even within ONS, let alone other public
bodies or the wider economy; nor will it be updated. This failure of public bodies to operate for the public
good in England and Wales is scandalous, and in sharp contrast to Scotland, where a national address
register is being created. The Chair of the UK Statistics Authority, Sir Michael Scholar, has called for public
bodies to finally stop vying over intellectual property,14 and the Chair of the Public Administration Select
Committee, Dr Tony Wright, has supported this view, calling for a single definitive regularly updated
national address register.15

13 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmselect/cmtreasy/183/183.pdf
14 http://www.statisticsauthority.gov.uk/reports---correspondence/correspondence/index.html 8 July & 25 September 2010
15 http://www.parliament.uk/documents/upload/johnhealey.pdf
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B. Target diYcult areas for hand delivery, and collection, of Census forms

14. Notwithstanding an excellent address file, in some areas (such as Camden, which was selected for the
Test Census), many addresses have several separate households within them. These need to be identified
individually, and Census forms handed over, on a personal visit, rather than posting several forms through
one letterbox.

15. It is also well established that some local areas and populations are much less likely to respond to the
Census, and this is particularly so in London, with its exceptional numbers of privately rented properties
and transitory populations. It will be necessary to put exceptional eVort into organising the Census field
force in such areas to increase response rates and get acceptable coverage.

16. ONS is planning to do more targeting of its resources in 2011 than 2001, but the extent to which this
will be done will be crucial. A good starting point would be to assume that 80% of the eVort will need to be
targeted on 20% of the most diYcult areas (most of which will be in London).

C. Use administrative files—for quality checking 2011, and as a future source

17. A third way of improving the quality of the ultimate published Census results will be to check
coverage against statistics derived from administrative files. Examples of potential sources include:

— Pupil-Level Records (which include pupils’ home addresses).

— National Insurance records. The NINo Registrations of people arriving to work from overseas are
of particular interest, and could be analysed longitudinally.

— Department of Work and Pensions benefits records, such as pensioners.

— National Health Service Central Register (which is already used for migration estimates).

— Inter Departmental Business Register, using HMRC and NI records, which might be developed to
provide statistics about workplace populations as well as businesses.

18. ONS has stated its intention to seek extracts of some administrative files at the time of the Census in
March next year, but preparations will need to be made soon in order to achieve the target date, which is
immovable. There will also be potential to seek similar extracts from local authority administrative files, and
commercial companies’ customer files too: these should also be investigated swiftly.

Looking beyond 2011

19. Assuming that the 2011 Census successful, we will have new counts of usually resident, workplace,
and visitor populations by 2013. The Census may also help to improve estimates of short term residents,
using its new questions on month and year of entry, and intention to stay, but migration patterns (like
visitors) can change swiftly, and are best measured using administrative sources. Any subsequent updated
estimates of the clandestine/illegal population will remain very sketchy.

20. Looking ahead, we believe that the statistical landscape is changing, and that ONS should react
accordingly. Responses rates to voluntary sample surveys and even the compulsory Census have been
declining. On the other hand, various arms of government are creating huge files of administrative records,
which are part of the functioning of modern societies. These can be used not only to check Census results,
but to start developing an alternative source: they are current, and have postcoded addresses, enabling them
to be used to create aggregate statistics for small areas.

21. Administrative files are already used to produce some of ONS’s Neighbourhood Statistics, and the
new Statistics Act increases the scope for data sharing: its potential benefits should be explored as a top
priority. Looking further ahead, the ONS’s earlier plans for an Integrated Population Statistics System
should be refreshed in the light of experience gained by those countries which have already built population
registers, notably Finland. A move towards population registers will require validation by a final traditional
Census, which should be held in 2016: the speed of social change is now too swift to wait until 2021.

12 January 2010

Memorandum from Islington Council (LP 07)

Summary

1. The key points of our response are as follows:

— The importance of Census preparations and implementation given the problems experienced in
Islington in the 2001 Census and the diYculties of accurately counting a highly diverse and mobile
population and the resultant impact on funding and strategic planning. This includes identifying
hard to count groups including short term migrants and ensuring the specific needs of migrant
communities are recognised.

— The need to learn the lessons from our own experience in 2001 and the tests and rehearsals carried
out in Camden and Newham in particular.
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— The preparations for the Census need to focus on eVective management, use of local knowledge
and resources, data robustness, coordination between agencies and on hard to count groups.

— Engaging people and recognising concerns, again through good management, eVective
communication, and use of knowledge and resources.

— Most importantly, ensuring the Census provides accurate and comprehensive data, given its key
impact on funding allocations, service costs and strategic planning. We need to ensure that groups
such as long term and short term migrants and part time residents are counted, that data is relevant
and meets the needs of users, and residual concerns about data accuracy are addressed by using
administrative data sources as a “sense check”.

Introduction

2. Islington shares the concerns of the Select Committee that the best possible methods are used in
preparing for and carrying out for the 2011 Census.

3. We were among the authorities worst aVected by the shortcomings of the 2001 Census including the
continuing undercount of our population and are concerned that ONS recognise and act to mitigate the
particular problems with achieving a successful count in many London boroughs. It is estimated that our
population was undercounted by about 7,000 on the basis of an address matching exercise carried out
following the publication of the Census results, and has continued to be undercounted since. The resultant
adverse impact on our funding was only partly alleviated by subsequent revisions which led to us receiving
£1 million additional Formula Grant in 2004. CLG need to recognise the inaccuracies in data and should
financially compensate local authorities who can verify population undercounts.

4. Along with many other London boroughs we have high levels of inward and outward international
migration including short term migration and a high degree of population mobility. In particular, it is
estimated that our inflow of short term migrants in 2007 was amongst the highest in the country (over
15,000 or 8% of the resident population including over 4,000 students). Given that the impact of short term
migration is acknowledged by CLG, it should also be reflected in ONS data and included in funding
allocations from 2011–12.

5. Also, high levels of migration and mobility along with other factors such as large numbers of
communal establishments and high levels of ethnic and linguistic diversity mean that achieving a successful
Census count will be a very challenging process. It would be helpful if National Statistics ensure that
translations of the form and guidance are available where appropriate, carry out publicity specifically aimed
at migrant groups explaining the purpose of the census, and provide facilities for large family units of five
or more people to complete the form.

6. The Census results when released in late 2012 will lead to revisions to population estimates and
projections which we expect to impact on our three year funding settlements from 2014–15. They will also
impact on our strategic planning including estimated requirements for land, housing and other
infrastructure to meet projected population growth. It would be helpful if the government carries out an
independent review in advance of the census to see how migration impacts on service provision (eg
education, housing, health and social services), which is used to inform the next spending review.

7. We have raised our concerns about population statistics previously including challenging our
population count after the 2001 Census and submitting written and oral evidence to the Treasury Sub
Committee’s Counting the Population enquiry. We are also taking a close interest in preparations for the
2011 Census along with the currently proposed revisions to population estimates.

Part 1—The Lessons Learned in London from the 2001 Census Exercise

8. A number of problems were experienced in the management of the 2001 Census in Islington including
low response rates, and co ordination and management of the Census locally. The Council committed
resources to help with the management of the Census which helped alleviate the diYculties to some extent.

9. The OYce for National Statistics (ONS) has recognised there are a number of lessons to be learned
from 2001 including the following:

— Importance of local community liaison and engagement.

— EVective recruitment selection and training of Census staV.

— Address matching to maximise Census coverage.

— Tracking of forms issued and help with completion.

— Using local authorities in helping with publicity.

— Flexible and targeted use of staV and other resources to boost response.

— Maximising quality of management information.

— Recognising logistical and behavioural challenges.
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10. The outcome of tests and rehearsals including in Camden and Newham indicates that lessons have
been learned. However challenges remain including the logistics of counting a diverse and mobile
population, data confidentiality, managing resources, training and fully eVective working between ONS and
local authorities.

Part 2—Preparations for the 2011 Census in London, with particular reference to approaches to assessment
issues unique to London: assessing migrants and transients, underdeclaration on Census returns, and the
correlations between characteristics of underrepresentation in Census and electoral registration returns

11. This is an important issue for areas such as Islington with high levels of migration and mobility and
attendant increased risks of population undercounting. In our opinion the main issues are as follows:

— Learning from the experience of recent tests and rehearsals eg Newham.

— Ensuring that management of the Census is well co-ordinated including timely issue of forms,
picking up poor response rates and face to face contact.

— Use of local knowledge and resources including involvement of councils and community groups,
publicity and identifying and targeting hard to count areas (including learning from the experience
of the electoral registration process).

— Using address registers to help pick up non respondents.

— Co-ordination between agencies eg CLG, ONS and councils.

— Ensuring overall design takes account of needs of hard to count areas.

— Careful monitoring of outsourced administrative tasks such as training.

— Picking up known hard to count groups such as students, residents of communal establishments,
migrants, ethnic minorities, large households and younger males.

— Taking account of other risk factors such as population density, deprived neighbourhoods and
address coverage problems.

Part 3—Attitudes to participation in the Census in London, with particular reference to engaging participation
by minority communities

12. This is a significant issue in Islington given the poor response in the last Census and the wide range
of minority communities in the Borough who together represent a significant proportion of the total
population. In our opinion the most important considerations are eVective management of the Census to
encourage a good response from minority communities, use of local knowledge and resources including
community groups, explanation of the purpose of the Census, and providing assurances about data security
and confidentiality.

Part 4—The planned use of Census and other population data in

(a) population projections for London;

(b) planning for provision of services delivered through the Government OYce for London and London
boroughs, and

(c) funding allocations for service provision made to central Government bodies, the Greater London Authority
and London boroughs.

13. This is a crucial issue for Islington given the longer term impact of the Census on our funding and on
our strategic planning for sustainable population growth. In our opinion the main issues for us are as
follows:

— The importance of Census data for government grant allocation and long term strategic planning
as already indicated.

— The impact of inaccurate data on formula grant allocations and the consequent impact on cost
pressures and service provision—including the risk of low grant increases and increased cost
pressures aVecting housing, social care and environmental services.

— Data should reflect the impact of visitors, short term migrants and part time residents. In Islington
this includes in commuters, those attending sporting, business and leisure activities, and significant
numbers of short term migrants and working week residents (which are or should be used in
funding). The data should also be capable of picking up substantial inflows of migrants picked up
by other sources such as national insurance numbers.

— The need for ward and neighbourhood data for planning purposes—in particular we are interested
in detailed local data on social and economic deprivation which impacts on local initiatives to
address deprivation and eligibility for certain types of funding such as the Working
Neighbourhoods Fund.
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— The use of Census data for projections and estimates, which are used in the allocation of
Formula Grant.

— The usefulness of data—the Census should include data which is relevant in allocating funding and
longer term planning and adds value from our point of view. This includes data on ethnicity,
employment, housing, education and qualifications, income and languages spoken.

— Relevance of data to the needs of users including the GLA, borough planners and other interested
parties including finance oYcers.

— Continuing flaws in estimates notwithstanding recent changes and improvements. This includes
use of labour force survey data to adjust estimates (itself flawed due to under representation of
communal establishments) and failure to pick up illegal migration (which may be evidenced by
local data such as unauthorised property conversions).

— Comparison of estimates to data from administrative sources for sense checking purposes—for
example checking data for in migration against total national insurance numbers issued to foreign
nationals.

— Taking account of three yearly funding reviews in timing of data revisions. For example the short
term migrants data needs to be included by 2011.

— Providing assurances around data confidentiality given current concerns.

Other Issues of Interest

14. We are interested in ensuring that the process for managing the 2011 Census is as cost eVective as
possible, and produces as good information as possible.

Conclusion

15. Our main conclusions are as follows:

— Following problems experienced with the 2001 Census there has been some recognition of the
lessons to be learned but many challenges remain and we need to ensure that these are addressed
as far as possible.

— We need to ensure that preparations reflect the challenges of areas such as Islington with high levels
of migration and mobility and risks of undercounting.

— It is crucial that we ensure that data accuracy is maximised including projections and estimates used
in funding, and more detailed demographic data used in service planning.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LPC 08)

Question 1: Lessons learned from 2001 Census

— More local liaison and resources for local authorities with hard to reach populations.

— people with local knowledge and experience are appointed as address checkers, managers and
enumerators.

— High quality staV with knowledge and experience of the local area must be appointed as managers,
enumerators and address checkers.

— Greater and more accessible assistance from ONS for non-English speakers. In H&F 125 languages
are spoken by children in local schools which indicates the potential scale of the problem.

Question 2: Preparations for the 2011 census

— Ensuring an accurate address list.

— Mid Year Estimates that do reflect other evidence from administrative data sources, such as
electoral registration of higher rates of population increase.

— Training front line staV to assist residents with census forms.

Question 3: Attitudes to participation in the census

— Essential that there is an eVective and adequately staVed helpline service in all main languages.
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Question 4: Planned use of census and other population data

— Population projections, including age group data and trends, form a key part of the Council’s, and
our partners, service planning, including spatial planning, planning for schools, health and
social care.

— Population data has a significant impact on local authority funding. It is an integral part of the
Formula (general) Grant Distribution process and impacts on a range of specific grants.

Question 1: Lessons learned from 2001 Census

1.1 Hammersmith and Fulham considers that a number of actions can be taken to improve the response
rate to the census in 2011 but the postal distribution of census forms will create new challenges that will need
to be addressed.

— More local liaison with local authorities with hard-to-reach populations eg on detailed
knowledge of addresses and local ethnic and other communities. Address lists must be
validated from local knowledge within the local authority.

— Additional resources should be given to local authorities by ONS for locally targeted publicity
especially in areas with hard-to-reach populations such as in H&F.

— The recruitment company (Capita) appointed by ONS to recruit census staV must be required
to work with local authorities to ensure that people with local knowledge and experience are
appointed as address checkers, managers and enumerators.

— Adequate remuneration for enumerators and reasonable workloads.

— As census forms will be posted to households it is essential that the instructions for completion
are very clear. Also the instructions must make very clear that the census is confidential and
that it is compulsory to complete the census and that there are penalties for non completion.

— More time and resources must be devoted to following-up the non-responses. The response
rate in 2001 could have been much greater if a thorough follow-up on unreturned forms had
been resourced.

— Make available an adequate range of languages to be used in translations of the Census form.
Assistance to non-English speakers will be more important in 2011 because the enumerators
will not be delivering the forms and being able to assess the language assistance required. In
H&F 125 languages are spoken by children in local schools which indicates the potential scale
of the problem. There will need to be telephone support to cover a much greater number of
languages than in 2001.

— More flexibility in the ONS operation to adapt to local issues that can arise

— An adequate helpline service is necessary and one which is staVed with well trained personnel
that can deal with the very high volume of calls. There were problems in 2001 with people being
able to access the helpline. The helpline should also be free.

— The use of enumerators and liaison with the local authority to identify vacant properties and
second homes

Question 2: Preparations for the 2011 census

2.1 At this stage the main preparations for the 2011 census are to ensure that we have as accurate address
list as possible. This has meant checking 3,600 census address anomalies as well as checking H&F electoral
roll and council tax addresses to ensure that all residential addresses are listed. This is particularly important
for the 2011 census because for first time the majority of census forms will be distributed by post, instead of
by enumerator. Any error in the address list used by ONS will result in a reduced count.

2.3 In H&F concerns about undercounting of migrants particularly relates to ONS Mid Year Estimates
which are based on the 2001 census. In this borough ONS Mid Year Estimates indicate considerably lower
migration rates than administrative data sources, such as electoral registration, house building rates,
increases in council tax registrations, national insurance registrations, Flag 4 GP registrations. For example,
ONS estimate that H&F’s population has grown by just over 2,000 in the period from 2002 to 2008. In the
same period, the electoral register has increased by nearly 7,500 additional people.

2.2 In order to maximise the return from minority groups and other hard to reach groups, H&F will
ensure that frontline council staV will be trained to assist residents to access the helpline and/or to complete
the census form accurately.
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Question 3: Attitudes to participation in the census

3.1 H&F has no specific knowledge of attitudes to participation in the census. As a local authority we
will try to ensure maximum participation by all communities including minority communities.

3.2 It is also essential that there is an eVective and adequately staVed helpline service in all main languages

Question 4: Planned use of census and other population data

4.1 Population projections, including age group data and trends, form a key part of the Council’s, and
our partners, service planning. Some examples are set out below.

Local Development Framework (LDF) and other strategies

4.2 The LDF is the key strategy for co-ordinating council, and other partners’ strategies and private
sector development, it is therefore essential to have realistic population and household projections. In order
to plan for housing provision and the future need for infrastructure, such as transport, water and drainage
and for services and facilities, the Council needs detailed estimates for specific age groups such as children,
elderly, as well as household numbers and types.

4.3 The LDF and the London Plan are primarily concerned with the next 15–20 years and therefore
projections are needed for a rolling 20 year time period.

4.4 One of the issues at the Examination into the soundness of the LDF Core Strategy is likely to be
whether the provision of housing and other services and facilities take adequate account of the population
and household projections for the local area.

Schools

4.5 Population data is used within school organisation plans to ensure that an adequate number of school
places are provided. In particular this authority is using population data in developing our plans for Building
Schools for the Future—a major programme of investment in the secondary sector and for the Primary
Capital Programme.

Health

4.6 From a health perspective it cannot be stressed too much how important population projections are
in planning for health care needs. For example, a projected ageing of the population means that the Primary
Care Trust (PCT) is projecting an increase in long-term conditions and is putting in place plans to address
this. Likewise, the gap between male and female life expectancy is higher than in England as a whole, an
area the PCT wishes to explore further from a health inequalities angle.

4.7 Commissioning intentions are based on a combination of past, current and projected activity data,
considering population estimates, funding flows, service developments and policy changes (whether from
national agencies or developed locally). From the PCT perspective, it is important not only to know the
future population estimates, but some estimate within these of the breakdown of age, gender, disability,
ethnicity etc. as the birth rate and the prevalence of certain conditions may well be dependent upon this. For
example, the current increase in childhood obesity between Reception (12%) and Year Six (23%) which is
higher than the national average and is made more serious in the context that the number of under the age
of 14 is set to increase.

Adult Social Care

4.8 Population data is used to inform our adult social care planning and demand forecasts. A new duty
has also been placed on Councils and PCTs to conduct health and social care needs assessments. These will
inform the planning of care provision and will need to be undertaken annually. Population data will form
a key part of the assessment process.

Performance Framework

4.9 Population data is widely used within Performance Indicators. Over recent years the Government has
required local authorities to prepare a range of performance indicators. These have ranged from Best Value
Performance Indicators and Local Area Agreements with the list of 198 national indicators which underpin
the current performance framework for local authorities and local authority partnerships. Where the
indicator is expressed as a rate, the denominator is usually derived from a population estimate produced by
the ONS.

4.10 This authority also uses population data when benchmarking our services against other local
authorities. It should enable meaningful cost and value for money comparisons to be made as well as
judgements on performance delivery.
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Resources

4.11 Population data has a significant impact on local authority funding. It is an integral part of the
Formula (general) Grant Distribution process and impacts on a range of specific grants. In
2010–11 Hammersmith and Fulham will receive £121 million of formula grant—this represents 65% of the
Council’s budget requirement.

4.12 The Formula Grant payable to individual authorities is calculated using a four block model that
takes account of a Relative Needs Formulae (RNF), relative resources, a central allocation based on a per
head amount and a “floor” damping block. The largest block is that relating to the RNF. Population data
is a key driver of the RNF and central allocation calculation.

4.13 Hammersmith and Fulham is particularly concerned to ensure as accurate and full census count as
possible because of continuing problems that the borough is having with ONS mid-year population
estimates. H&F has expressed repeated concern about the population data used within the Formula Grant
process. This has covered not only inadequacies with the methodology used to estimate international
migration at a local and national level (particularly regarding the increase in migration associated with the
new EU entrants), but also our concerns about the failure of grant formulae to take account of short-term
migrants, people who live and work in London for part of the week but are formally resident elsewhere,
illegal migrants and the cost associated with high levels of population mobility.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from the London Borough of Southwark (LPC 09)

Summary:

The London Borough of Southwark (Southwark Council) believes that the OYce for National Statistics
(ONS) population statistics are under-estimating its resident population as a result of the 2001 Census.
Although the Council welcomes increased communication with ONS for the 2011 census preparations, it is
concerned that a) communication has commenced late and is limited to consultation on a pre-determined
methodology and b) the proposed methodology may be unsuitable for inner London local authorities and
may result to a significant population undercount. Southwark Council recommends that a) the Committee
requests detailed information from ONS on how it plans to achieve an accurate count in inner London local
authorities such as Southwark, b) presses for an urgent review of the regional distribution methodology, the
census coverage survey and imputation methodology and c) considers a call for the Short Term Migration
to be recognised in the next local government financial settlement.

1. Background:

1.1 The London Borough of Southwark (Southwark Council) believes that the OYce for National
Statistics (ONS) population statistics are under-estimating the resident population within its area.

1.2 The Council is concerned that its resident population was under-estimated at the 2001 Census—due
to a 77% response rate, the eighth lowest response rate of all 354 local authorities and the highest number
of unprocessed forms in England; ONS mid-year population estimates (MYE’s) and associated projections
since the 2001 census have not suYciently closed the gap.

1.3 The London Regional Committee will, no doubt be aware that ONS population data is the primary
driver of Central Government funding allocations to local authorities each year. As such, under-estimated
population data will have a direct and detrimental impact on an individual local authority’s level of funding
and therefore its ability to fund essential services. It is therefore crucial that the ONS population data is
robust.

1.4 The council welcomes the recent attempts by ONS to engage with local government regarding the
2011 census methodology. However, the Council has concerns about the suitability of ONS’ methodology
to complex and diverse areas such as Southwark, particularly the introduction of a postal census for 95%
of households and the revised enumeration approach.

1.5 Although the communication between Southwark Council and ONS has improved compared to
2001, we believe that this engagement has been primarily used to inform the authority of a pre-determined
ONS methodology rather than draw on the expertise and experience of local authority oYcers in designing
this. In addition, ONS has been slower than expected in providing final responses to questions raised by
Southwark on the application of the census methodology to our resident population. These responses are
needed to enable the authority to support ONS in an eVective way.

1.6 Southwark has been subject to multiple changes to population estimates since the 2001 census—none
of which the council considers to be an accurate reflection of its population.

1.7 The council also believes that the regional distribution of migration to London is inaccurate. Changes
brought forward by the ONS in 2007 that supplemented the International Passenger Survey with data from
the Labour Force Survey.
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2. Information for the Committee to Consider

Q1. The lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census exercise

2.1 The Council is concerned that some of the fundamental lessons from the 2001 Census do not seem
to have been learned despite the best intentions of the ONS. In particular the country still does not have a
reliable national address register and the recruitment and training of enumerators seems to be suVering from
the same failures as in 2001.

2.2 We are also concerned that local government knowledge and skill has not been used eVectively to help
create the new methodology.

Q2. Preparations for the 2011 census in London, with particular reference to approaches to assessment issues
unique to London: assessing migrants and transients, under declaration on census returns, and the correlations
between characteristics of under representation in Census and electoral registration returns.

2.3 The Council believes that ONS is intending to utilise a Census methodology that may not perform
well in inner London local authorities with high indices of deprivation, a diverse population and other
complex demographic requirements. Such traits will undoubtedly challenge ONS’s attempts to undertake
an accurate count. We believe there is a need for ONS to develop local expertise and knowledge, concerning
our diverse community, with dedicated enumeration resources recruited locally and representative of the
communities they will help count.

2.4 We are aware that initial response rates in some of the October rehearsal areas (Newham and
Birmingham) considered to be “hard to count” (HTC) were 12%, rising to 21% only after considerable
additional eVorts were made.16 Obviously a 21% response rate for any area at the 2011 Census would be
completely unacceptable, yet we remain unsure about the exact methodology the ONS now intend adopting
to help increase response rates in hard to count areas.

2.5 We are also concerned that Capita17 appear to be adopting a standardised recruitment process for
Census enumerators that may not be appropriate for all areas of the country. Capita only hired
approximately one third of enumerators for the 2009 rehearsal locally in Newham. We firmly believe that
such a low level of local recruitment in hard to count areas can only jeopardise the enumeration process.
Local recruitment should result in the availability of suitable language skills during the 2011 census; and
hopefully also promote trust and familiarity within HTC groups.

2.6 Finally, Southwark Council has concerns about the quality of the address register ONS will use to
post-out census forms. To date, the Council has not been supplied with a complete list of Southwark’s
residential addresses for data-matching purposes. We believe access to such information is crucial, especially
in an area like Southwark where large scale regeneration and a high level of houses of multiple occupation.18

mean a constantly changing address file and population count.

Q4. The planned use of census and other population data in (a) population projections for London

2.7 Southwark Council is concerned that revisions made to the regional distribution of migration flows,
made by ONS in 2007 did not accurately reflect true migration flows into and out of the Capital.

2.8 In 2007, ONS made changes to the way international migration is estimated within the population
statistics. One of the changes, a new regional methodology, resulted in a mid-2005 population estimate for
London that was 60,000 lower than the previous estimate. This was a result of ONS utilising the Labour
Force Survey (LFS) to apportion migration flows arising from information gathered by the International
Passenger Survey (IPS).

2.9 This ONS methodology change also resulted in revised 2004-based sub national population
projections for London of 109,000, 123,000 and 138,000 fewer residents in 2008, 2009 and 2010 respectively.
The real financial eVect of this “revision” was to reduce the amount of undamped formula grant allocated
to London Boroughs by £130m over the three-year period from 2008–09 to 2010–11.

2.10 We believe that ONS are now significantly underestimating the levels of international migration
inflows in to London:

— The London School of Economics commissioned by the Mayor of London in March 2009 has
estimated that London attracts some 518,000 illegal immigrants each year—70% of the UK total.

— 40% of the UK total of National Insurance numbers given to migrants are registered in London
according to government figures released in February 2009.

16 Including re-sending forms and letters to non-responding addresses
17 Capita Group PLC have been commissioned by ONS to recruit and train all the temporary ONS workers who will work as

field staV for the 2011 Census of Population and Housing in England and Wales and to administer their pay.
18 Based on a housing survey undertaken in 2008, Southwark estimates that there are approximately 17,000 definite and

potential HMOs in the borough.
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2.11 Southwark has also highlighted, to DCLG and ONS, apparent weaknesses in the ONS’s use of the
Labour Force Survey (LFS) in London to allocate migration flows derived from the International Passenger
Survey (IPS). As follows:

— The LFS does not capture all groups of migrants. It excludes international students and employed
migrants living in communal households.

— It also fails to reach some households without a landline telephone19 and the survey also excludes
employment of temporary foreign workers—which may be as high as 170,000.20

— The LFS under-represents certain household types including households living in a purpose-built
flat or a converted/shared house and those who rent their accommodation from a private landlord.

— Those that tend to be the most diYcult to contact include people born outside the UK or from an
ethnic minority group.21

— The number of international migrant respondents in the LFS is much lower than the number in
the IPS and yet small sample size is frequently cited as a limitation of the IPS by the ONS.

— Response rates to the LFS are consistently and significantly lower in London than in any other
region. In 2005, the response rate to the survey was at least 10% points lower in London than in
any other region. In 2006, the response rate for all regions dropped and for London was as low as
58%. Low response rates damage the credibility of a survey’s results because the sample is
inherently biased, less heterogeneous and, therefore, less likely to represent the overall target
population.

— The administrative datasets that may be used to estimate international inflows are not samples and
each contains several hundred thousand persons per year. This compares to the LFS samples of
immigrants that are of a few hundred persons a year.

Q4. (b and c) planning provision of services and funding allocation for London Boroughs

2.12 Southwark Council has found that population projections used to inform its funding allocations do
not reflect the growing demands being placed on its services. For example:

— Between 2001 and 2006, the amount of household waste collected in Southwark, per year, has
increased by over 10,000 tonnes (10.1%). Despite this substantial increase, over the same period,
the OYce for National Statistics (ONS) population estimates suggest that Southwark’s resident
population has only increased by around 13,000 people (4.9%).

— Internal demand for social services within LB Southwark has vastly exceeded population increases,
as defined by the ONS. In this case, annual growth between 2001 and 2006 has been 11.0% and
11.5% for children & families referrals and older people referrals within LB Southwark respectively.
A distinct contrast from the annual population increase on only 1% according to the revised
MYE’s.

— Southwark also examined changes in local pupil numbers compared to the 0–17 age group within
the revised MYE’s. In the majority of cases, pupil number increases contradict the relevant MYE’s
and, overall, the annualized decrease in school pupils across 2001 to 2006 is far less than that
suggested by the MYE’s.

2.13 Although it is acknowledged that, when examined separately, none of these evidence sources can
definitively contradict the ONS MYE’s and population projections; when examined together they provide
a powerful indication that the Borough’s resident population is likely to be understated.

2.14 Further, the Data Management and Analysis Group (DMAG) within the Greater London
Authority (GLA) found in 2005, based on the results of five diVerent methodologies, that the ONS
population data was under-estimating Southwark’s resident population by approximately 10,000 people.

In conclusion ONS published experimental data for short term migration on 8th October 2009. The total
number of short term migrants attributed to Southwark to the mid-year 2007 was 21,300.

This figure is the eighth highest estimate for any Local Authority in England & Wales. These figures
estimate that Southwark is home to 4.4% of all short-term migrants in London (London itself is attributed
a third of all short term migrants).

The council has provided services to an ever changing population that has hitherto not been recognised
by oYcial statistics or recognised in central government funding mechanisms.

19 Cabinet Member Report: Neil Wholley, Consultation Manager, Policy and Communications, 24 May 2007
20 House of Commons Treasury Committee (22 May 2008). Counting the population. Eleventh report of Session 2007–08.
21 Labour Force Survey User Guide—Volume 1: Background and Methodology 2007
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3. Recommendations for the Committee to Consider

3.1 Based on the, eventual, 21% response rate elicited in some London Boroughs at the 2011 Census
rehearsal, we would ask the Committee to request detailed information from ONS regarding how they
intend to maximise enumeration in inner London local authorities.

3.2 ONS and Capita should ensure “local” residents are actively sought to assist as enumerators at the
2011 Census.

3.3 ONS should provide the address lists they intend using to post out the 2011 Census forms to local
authorities for verification and comment.

3.4 Press for an urgent review of the census coverage survey and imputation methodology for London in
preparation for a low response rate.

3.5 Press for an urgent review of the regional distribution methodology using the Labour Force Survey
for London.

3.6 A call for the Short Term Migration to be recognised in the next local government finance settlement.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from the London Borough of Harrow (LPC 10)

Summary of Key Points

— Concern about the diminishing response rates to the national census over time, particularly in
London.

— Making certain that local people are engaged in the recruitment process for census jobs and
ensuring that census field staV are representative of local communities.

— Engagement with community groups—ensuring that every eVort is made to engage with all sectors
of the community, particularly the “hard to reach” groups (eg young men) and minority ethnic
groups.

— Ensuring that an adequate supply of census forms and accompanying notes are readily available
in languages appropriate for the population of an area.

— Concern that, in the absence of hand delivery of census forms in 2011, householders with more than
six people are aware of the need to request additional forms.

— That the 2011 Census Helpline is adequately resourced.

— Working with Royal Mail to ensure that postal deliveries at this time are not disrupted and that
Royal Mail are able to deal with the huge increase in mail over this period.

— Centralised address list—value-for-money.

— Census Geography—ensuring that census data is available at borough, ward and output area/
lower super output area.

Lessons Learned in London from the 2001 Census

1. Response Rates: The Council is concerned about the diminishing census response rates over time. In
2001 Harrow achieved a 92% response rate, which was higher than both the Outer and Inner London rates
of 90% and 78% respectively. However, Harrow’s 2001 Census response rate was still ranked in the lowest
quintile in England & Wales.

2. It is acknowledged that counting the population is even harder now, particularly in urban areas. The
Council is particularly concerned that, with plans to use 2011 Census fieldforce more flexibly, there will be
insuYcient resources allocated specifically to Harrow, with a greater concentration of resources in the areas
where response rates were even lower in 2001. Although response rates may be improved in other areas in
order to get a more even response rate across all local authorities, this approach may be detrimental to
Harrow.

3. Language Translation Forms: In 2001 there was a shortage of some language translation forms and a
subsequent delay in getting the forms out to the people who needed them. Assurances are sought that this
aspect of the 2011 Census will be better handled than in 2001.

4. Census Helpline: In 2001 people had diYculty in contacting the Census Helpline, often finding the
number engaged. Many people subsequently contacted the local authority for assistance. The 2011 Census
Helpline needs to be adequately resourced, as well as perhaps engaging local authorities in helping meet the
needs of their residents too—providing contact details of the Census Managers working in the local area is
imperative.



Processed: 25-03-2010 00:02:51 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG5

London Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 77

Preparations for the 2011 Census in London

5. Recruitment for Census Jobs/Engagement with Community Groups: Harrow is a multi-cultural
borough, ranked fifth nationally in 2007,22 based on the proportion of the population who are non-White
British (53.4%). In 2001 Harrow also had the highest level of religious diversity of any local authority in
England & Wales. Since 2001 the borough has also seen a large influx of people from the European Union
Accession Countries.23 Recruitment of local people, who are representative of the local area, for the
2011 Census fieldforce is therefore essential. The ability to be engage with residents in their first language is
imperative, in order to combat language barriers and overcome poorer literacy skills in English, if necessary.

6. For many of Harrow’s residents this will be their first experience of a UK National Census. Publicity
through local organisations in the community is therefore essential in order to allay any fears regarding the
confidentiality of the census and to improve awareness of the census process. Traditionally young males born
overseas are one of the “hard to reach” groups. We need to be satisfied that national, as well as local,
publicity campaigns seek to target all age groups, including this group.

7. Household Continuation Forms: In 2001 Harrow’s average household size was 2.59, the third highest
level in London and the fourth highest level in England & Wales. Nationally, Harrow had the highest
proportion of residents of Other Asian origin in 2001 and this is the only group in Harrow where the average
household size increased between 1991 and 2001 (from 3 to 3.2). Since 2001 there has been a large influx of
Somalians into the borough and it has been acknowledged that many of these families are larger than
average and will therefore require census household continuation forms. Harrow’s Pakistani and Indian
communities are also assumed to have grown by over 3,000 between 2001 and 200724—again groups which
are above the overall average household size.

8. Demand for household continuation forms in Harrow is therefore likely to be reasonably high in 2011.
With the hand delivery of census forms in previous years, the need for household continuation forms was
largely met by the enumerator providing these to the household. We are concerned that with post-out of
census forms many households may only include the first six people on their return and omit others if a
continuation form is not readily available. Publicity therefore specifically needs to address this issue,
otherwise we risk under-enumeration of large households. Additional intelligence on a limited number of
large households can be extracted from the publicly available electoral roll and this information could be
utilised at the post-out stage.

9. Post out and Post back of forms: For the 2001 Census there were local postal diYculties which aVected
the timely post-back of census forms in this borough. Enumerators were therefore unnecessarily chasing up
“non-respondents” when a large proportion of these forms had been completed and were already in the
postal system. The whole of this follow-up exercise in the Harrow area therefore had to be extended beyond
the original deadlines, thereby involving additional work and costs to ONS. We would therefore like to seek
some assurances that there will be no disruptions to the post over this period and that the Royal Mail are
able to deal with this huge increase in mail eYciently.

10. Address Lists: Huge amounts of resources have been deployed in creating an address list to be used
for the 2011 Census, both centrally and locally. In terms of value for money local authorities and other
contributing parties should be allowed to access relevant parts of this address list post-census.

11. Census Geography: Harrow requires 2011 Census data to be available at three diVerent levels, as per
the 2001 Census. Geographies required are: for the borough as a whole; at ward level (essential information
for elected members, for comparison with the 2001 Census and with other areas) and preferably at the lower
super output area level for service provision, comparability with deprivation indices and the Harrow Vitality
Profiles. It is still unclear as to whether ONS will deliver the outputs at all three geographical levels.

Attitudes to Participation in the Census in London, with Particular Reference to Engaging
Participation by Minority Communities

12. See paras 3, 5 & 6.

The Planned use of Census and other Population Data in Population Projections for London

13. It is important the 2011 Census provides all the necessary data required for the Greater London
Authority’s (GLA) demographic projections. These are used throughout the Council for service planning
and delivery. The GLA’s demographic projections are more robust than the ONS Sub-National Population
Projections, as they take account of dwelling stock change. The GLA also produce ethnic group projections
on behalf of all the London Boroughs and these are also widely used throughout the Council.

22 2007 ONS “Experimental” Population Estimates by Ethnic Group
23 National Insurance Registrations for Overseas Nationals (2002–03 to 2007–08)
24 2007 ONS “Experimental” Population Estimates by Ethnic Group
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Planning for Provision of Services Delivered through the Government Office for London and
London Boroughs

14. Census data is perhaps the richest and most comprehensive dataset available to the local authority
and there is no substitute for much of this information, over the ten year period post-census. The uniqueness
of the census is the fact that variables can be cross-tabulated and statistics produced at a local level. This is
essential for profiling local areas and vital for service planning and delivery. The Council therefore needs
census output at three main levels: borough, ward and lower super output area/output area.

Funding Allocations for Service Provision made to Central Government Bodies, the GLA and
London Boroughs

15. Accurate population projections and estimates are critical to the Council because all four major
grants awarded by central Government are sensitive to changes in population estimates and projections.
There is concern that the further we get away from the census the less accurate the population estimates
become, so an accurate census in 2011 is imperative.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from London Borough of Hackney (LPC 11)

Summary

This paper sets out key points regarding Hackney’s position on the Census and ONS population counts:

— We consider the 2001 Census to have been particularly weak in Hackney.

— Our own commissioned research has found the Mid Year Estimates to be c.6.5% undercounted.

— More work needs to be done on determining the best means of engaging diverse black and minority
ethnic groups in the Census exercise.

— Accuracy of the MYEs across the Super Output Areas have ranged from 36.9% undercount to
14.6% overcount rendering them unreliable for the design of new services.

— The Census count is not fit for purpose for the allocation of local authority funding as it is not
adequately reflective of need or demand for services.

1. Introduction

1.1 Hackney is one of London’s most exciting boroughs, with a uniquely diverse population, rapidly
improving public services and a bright future as a host for London 2012. The borough has more green space
than any other inner London borough, some of the capital’s best leisure facilities, excellent schools, and
falling crime levels. It is home to some of the UK’s most deprived families, living side by side with
increasingly educated and aZuent neighbours. A fifth of residents are under the age of 19.

1.2 Hackney Council is ambitious, forward-looking and well-run. It has recently been rated as
performing well, with recognised excellence in adult social care and exceptional performance in its work to
reduce infant mortality. Providing value for money has been at the heart of the Council’s agenda for a
number of years, and in the current climate Hackney has an outstanding record on delivering eYciency
savings and service improvement.

1.3 Accurate and agreed population figures are important for the eYcient delivery of services in the
short-, medium-, and long-term. As the Council prepares for the planning of the borough and needs to make
now assessments of services and social infrastructure required 25 years from now, the best possible Census
figures and projections are required for the best use of public money. The Subnational Population
Projections for England produced by the ONS are not fit for these purposes as they fail to account for
housing growth projections in local authorities—something that the GLA population projections seek to
address.

1.4 Hackney Council welcomes the London Regional Committee’s inquiry, as it is clearly an issue that
needs to be eVectively addressed before the 2011 Census.

1.5 In the 2001 Census response rate in Hackney was 72%, second lowest in the country after the Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. Although Hackney was clearly identified as a Hard to Count area and
that there were higher levels of outliers in the response rate within the borough, Hackney was not included
in the group of authorities that benefited from a recount in 2004.

1.6 The 2001 Census figures were aVorded little confidence in the authority from the outset. ONS have
explained on several occasions that the methodology used to assess accuracy was a rolling forward of
estimates based on the 1991 Census. That the Hackney count was reasonably close to the projected estimate
it was deemed to be accurate.
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1.7 We consider that the 1991 Census was deeply flawed due to severe under-declaration on Census forms
as many people sought to avoid paying the full Community Charge (“poll tax”) and feared that declaration
on one oYcial form would lead to the transfer of information to the Community Charge records. This
pattern was observed also on electoral registration in other deprived areas.

1.8 Subsequent Mid-Year Estimates have suggested growth that is substantially slower than the new
homes being made available in the borough. This has not engendered confidence in the oYcial figures.

1.9 In 2007 the Hackney’s local strategic partnership commissioned an estimate of the population based
on the use of multiple administrative datasets (Mayhew Study).25 This found a variation from the Mid Year
Estimates 2007 of at least 13,515, or 6.4%, that is the ONS statistics show 6.4% fewer residents than our
estimate.

1.10 This variation plays out to a much greater degree when analysed at lower levels. In an analysis of
the variation at the Super Output Area (SOA) level between the Mayhew Study and the ONS MYEs we
found that the undercount by the ONS was as much as 36.9% and an overcount of as much as 14.6%. With
there being concentrations of overcounted and undercounted SOAs this has skewed understanding of need
and had implications for the planning and delivery of services—particularly new services that are more
reliant on statistics for planning purposes.

1.11 Hackney Council no longer has suYcient confidence in the ONS population statistics to rely on them
for most areas of our work, although we are required to use them for many purposes.

2. Lesson Learned from the 2001 Census

2.1 It is our view that the baseline figures used for the Census estimate (that which was projected forward
from the 1991 Census) were fundamentally flawed as the result of underdeclaration by those seeking to avoid
payment of the Community Charge. This flaw continues to exist in the MYEs and the recently published
2008-based Subnational Population Projections for Consultation suggest a mid-2008 population figure of
about 2000 less than the ONS MYE.

2.2 These projections suggest that the London Borough of Hackney will reach MYE 2008 only in 2012—
a year after the Census is done. When compared against the study that we commissioned, the Subnational
Projections suggest that we will not reach the population equivalent to our count until 2024!

2.3 Our view is that the use of projections based on flawed data to determine a “ball park” figure is
unacceptable. The use of public agency held datasets (GP register, School census, Council Tax liabilities and
benefits, births & deaths registers, electoral roll, housing tenure, property gazetteer, child benefit etc.) would
provide a better estimate.

2.4 Hackney recognises that its Local Land Property Gazetteer was not strong in 2001 and has made great
advances in accuracy and comprehensiveness. This will be important for the forthcoming Census.

3. Preparations for the 2011 Census

3.1 Hackney Council has established a working group on Census issues. We are undertaking analyses of
undercount areas and undercounted communities in order to develop ways and means of reaching them to
promote more accurate declaration across the borough. We are planning for the development of contacts
with community and faith groups to dispel myths about declaration to assist in this.

3.2 Our demographer is producing a projection of the population using GLA methodology but based on
the figures we have found through the administrative datasets.

3.3 We are commissioning a second study of the population based on administrative datasets to use as a
baseline for what we can expect to be the population in 2011. This work will include a correlation of its
findings with our Citizens Index which will in turn support correlations with the electoral register and service
use, eg libraries.

3.4 Hackney Council is participating as a Quality Assurance pilot for Census 2011.

4. Attitudes to Participation in the Census, with Particular Reference to Engaging Minority
Communities

4.1 One of Hackney’s most observable characteristics is its super diversity. There are over 100 mother-
tongue languages spoken in the borough with nine spoken by more than 1% of the population. People have
settled in Hackney from every continent.

4.2 The Orthodox Jewish community has a particular reticence to providing personal information to the
state. However, in the 2001 Census Hackney Council was able to support the conversations required to
engage this community in the importance of accurate declaration.

25 Mayhew Associates, Estimating and profiling the population of Hackney, 2008.
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4.3 Initial conversations with staV attitudes to the completion of Census forms have indicated that
Africans don’t think that the Census relates to them and would not be inclined to complete the form. Clearly
a strong message needs to be conveyed to key communities in addition to the general messages being devised
by Census 2011.

5. The Planned use of Census and other Population Data in

(a) Population projections for London

5.1 Population projections are extremely important for local authorities in planning services and capital
investment. The Subnational Population Projections which exclude planned development are of little or no
use for these purposes. Currently, there is reliance on the projections produced by the GLA which seek to
include housing growth projections supplied by the boroughs.

5.2 Hackney Council will make use of the best available data and research on population. This will
include GLA projections and the findings of other research—both on Hackney and using comparisons and
critiques from London Councils, other boroughs and academics.

5.3 Population data is used to understand the dynamics within the borough, migration and churn
patterns and to project demand for services including education, social services, waste, transport and
housing.

(b) Planning for provision of services

5.4 Population data is most relied upon in projecting the demand for a new service provision. Existing
services have normally a clear understanding of demand and therefore adjust for the future years using
existing demand as a baseline.

5.5 The use of “usually resident” definition for the Census and Mid-Year Estimates is not considered to
be reflective of the demand for services from the Council and other public bodies in the borough. The Short
Term Migrant—especially those here between three and 12 months are, in our opinion, important to know
about given that these people may impact on demand. For example, visitor for up to three months are very
unlikely to make any demands on schools. However, visitors here for nine months are covering an academic
year and would include a family here for less than a year. They do not appear in the Census or Mid Year
Estimates.

(c) Funding allocations for service provision

5.6 Within Hackney Council, funding allocation for services draws on existing demand. Where a new
service is being designed we have learnt that the ONS figures—Mid Year Estimates and the recently released
2008 Subnational population projections—are unreliable. The Council develops a best estimate/
understanding of the needs drawing on a variety of oYcial and locally commissioned research.

5.7 Hackney Council will be using alternative estimates in conjunction with other London local
authorities to understand population dynamics and triangulate Census findings and, where appropriate,
bring challenge to Census findings. Unless there is significantly improved accuracy in the Census findings
we do not believe these figures are fit for purpose in terms of funding allocation from central government
to local authorities as they do not reflect the need or demand on Council services adequately.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from the London Borough of Newham (LPC 12)

1. Summary

1.1 The London Borough of Newham welcomes this opportunity to contribute on population counting
and the 2011 census. We have longstanding issues with population counting methodologies, and were also
a census rehearsal area; so this inquiry is of particular relevance to the borough.

1.2 The experience of census rehearsal has shown up diYculties in collecting “snapshot” data at a single
point of time, and we make some comments and recommendations in Section 5 on the census process.

1.3 The London Borough of Newham has serious concerns around projections by the OYce of National
Statistics (ONS) of its population, which directly inform funding allocations for the local authority by the
Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG). We outline the reasons behind this, and
evidence which contradicts ONS projections, below.

1.4 It is impossible to plan for the provision of services in the borough using ONS population statistics,
which report a decline in population in the borough while all other administrative sources show the
borough’s population as having increased. ONS population estimates are compared with a variety of
administrative data in Appendix 4. It is diYcult to credit the ONS view of Newham with a declining
population against such a variety of contrary evidence.
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1.5 ONS is resistant to deviating from a single core approach in population counting, and CLG insists
on a consistent methodology to inform funding allocations to local authorities. However, we believe the
approach should be tailored to meet the needs of “hard to count” areas and their populations. The credibility
of ONS relies on the accuracy of the statistics it produces, and the current methodologies consistently
disadvantage some areas with complex migration patterns. These areas, including Newham, are some of the
poorest in the country. A reasonable conclusion, in our view, is that both ONS and CLG should take
evidence on these areas and adjust the enumeration process and/or the funding allocation process as
appropriate.

1.6 CLG, ONS and the Greater London Authority (GLA) should acknowledge the interrelationships
between their respective roles in population counting and place-shaping and be open to group discussions
with local authorities on the link between population undercounting and the impact on funding allocation
and service provision.

2. About Newham and our Challenges

2.1 We believe that undercounting by ONS is correlated with diYculties in estimating the international
migration levels of the borough, and the complexity of the migration landscape in Newham. Population
churn presents a challenge, particularly in capturing those who have lived within the borough for less than
12 months.

2.2 There are several inter-relating issues which may be of relevance. Firstly, Newham is an extremely
diverse borough with high levels of inward migration from a large number of countries (see Appendix 1).26

We are one of the most diverse areas in the UK, with GLA figures estimating that 70.4% of people living in
Newham come from non-white groups.27 Regions of origin include Africa, South Asia and Eastern Europe.
Population “churn” presents a problem in obtaining an accurate count and our level of diversity brings with
it enumeration challenges, particularly in terms of language and cultural barriers.

2.3 We have significant levels of large, multi-occupancy and student households, which are more likely
to house transient populations and are diYcult to enumerate (see Appendices 2a, 2b).28 There are a high
number of illegal conversions, which present a problem in counting and in Census completion.

2.4 We have a significant number of non-voter households, indicating hard to contact residents or
international migration from countries not eligible to vote in the UK (see Appendix 3).29

3. Counting our Population

3.1 Our evidence shows that our population is in fact increasing and that the ONS 2007 mid-year estimate
undercounted Newham’s residents by at least 20,000.30

3.2 Mayhew Harper Associates were commissioned to carry out a population study using administrative
data. This produced an alternative population estimate of 270,091 at June 2007, an increase of 21,691 people
over the 2006 mid-year estimate and an increase of 20,500 over the 2007 mid-year estimate.

3.3 Their methodology used the GP register and Newham’s own administrative data sources such as
council tax and school rolls.31 Because the GP register includes people that have been resident in the UK
for at least three months, the count comprises those who would be designated “short-term residents” in other
population statistics ie living in the borough for less that a year but clearly accessing local services.32

3.4 Newham received 12,096 new GP registrations from abroad in 2004–05, and has consistently received
a large number of new registrants since that time, remaining in the top seven.33 We have one of the highest
birth rates in the country, and the highest fertility rate of all the London boroughs.34

3.5 GLA population projections show a much larger population than ONS. ONS projections are trend-
based, drawing upon past patterns of births, deaths and migration, while the GLA projections incorporate
housing development data. While the longer-term GLA projections may be an over-estimate due to the
decline in the housing market, these will be adjusted with new data feeds from local authorities. Because of
the GLA reliance upon housing data from the borough, they are considered to be more likely to reflect the
current total population, while their age-group projections are better seen as indicative.

26 Ev 85
27 GLA, 2008-based ethnic group projections for 2010
28 Ev 86–87
29 Ev 88
30 Mayhew Harper Associates, Newham Population Count (2007).
31 Through structured data matching, they sorted all the records from all the databases into addresses, removed duplicates and

people that had died or had been superseded at the address, or did not have a valid address. They flagged people by whether
they were confirmed by more than one data source or were related to someone that had been “confirmed” (eg a school aged
child) and added any new births. The results were then checked where possible against independent data sources such as child
benefit data or the council vacant property stock.

32 There will also be an unknown number of people who will not be registered with a GP who would not be included in the
minimum population count.

33 NHS Central Register.
34 Population Estimates Unit Vital Statistics, ONS (2005).
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3.6 Newham and the other Olympic host boroughs have been engaged for some time with ONS and CLG
in order to resolve our concerns around methodology and consequent implications for funding allocations.
Our arguments have had little influence, despite the robust evidence upon which they are based.

3.7 ONS recently implemented the Improving Migration and Population Statistics programme (IMPS).
This suggested the use of administrative data—National Insurance Numbers (NINO) and Flag 3 (new
migrant patients registering for the first time with a GP)—to model migration flows. Yet despite this, the
most recent mid-year estimates from ONS show Newham’s population as actually decreasing, with
3,700 fewer people than in 2001. This is despite Newham having increased the number of dwellings in the
borough by 9,000 since that time and is at odds with our independent evidence outlined above.

3.8 An additional issue comes with the ONS intermediate geographies, used to judge international
migration levels. Newham has been grouped with only Tower Hamlets and Redbridge, on the grounds that
in 2001 the international migration to these boroughs was mainly from South Asia. Newham would question
the validity of such a characterisation in 2010, with recent migration from Eastern Europe surpassing that
from South Asia, and there being another large in-flow from Africa.

4. The Significance of the Undercount to Newham

4.1 It is of the utmost importance that local authorities have confidence in the methodology which
informs funding allocations. We commissioned independent consultants to estimate the amount of funding
Newham loses, assuming the undercount of 20,000 found by the Mayhew research is accurate. They
estimated that had the latest local government finance settlement been run using the Mayhew population
figures, Newham would have been allocated £20.5 million more Formula Grant before damping and would
have received £5.8 million more after damping.35

4.2 To put this into a crude context, the cost of one teacher is around £37,000, therefore an extra
£10 million will equate to around 270 extra teachers. The cost of a child in care is around £50,000 therefore
an extra £10 million would equate to paying for around 200 children. A typical senior social worker costs
£49,000 per year; £10 million will pay for around 200 additional senior social workers.

4.3 The borough’s total population is 4.7% higher than that used in the settlement, but it should also be
noted that the missing people include children (12.2% higher) and the elderly (16.0% higher)—both of which
attract considerably more resources than adults aged under 65 (which is only 0.6% higher). The funding loss
estimate above takes this into account.

4.4 The ONS trend-based methodology also creates a time-lag in funding to meet the needs of new
population demands. The funding is only increased after the arrival of new residents is documented by GP
registrations (for internal migration) or by ONS international migration methods, which appear to capture
migration inadequately down to local authority level.

4.5 Our overarching objective for the area is to achieve “convergence”; closing the gap between East and
the rest of London in terms of quality of life outcomes for our residents, within the next twenty years. The
opportunities in this area of the UK, with the Olympics and other significant regeneration projects, have the
potential to transform East London and the lives of our residents. We want to make Newham a key
contributor to the UK economy.

4.6 We have committed to convergence with the other four Olympic Host Boroughs through the Strategic
Regeneration Framework (SRF). Key outcomes and convergence targets set out in the SRF cover:

— creating a coherent and high quality city within a world city region.

— enhancing health and wellbeing.

— reducing serious crime rates and antisocial behaviour.

— ensuring homes for all.

— improving educational attainment, skills and raising aspirations.

— maximising the sports legacy and raising participation levels.

— reducing worklessness, benefit dependency and child poverty.

4.7 This agenda is obviously a huge challenge over the next two decades. Issues surrounding resourcing
and governance must be urgently addressed. To achieve convergence is challenge enough, without the
additional concern of undercounting—and under-funding—by such a significant figure.

4.8 Recommendations on ONS population counting

(i) A diVerentiated approach should be developed to population counting for areas like Newham
which face enumeration challenges, both for ONS methodology and the allocation of funding
through the finance settlement.

35 Revised Population Figures for Newham: The impact on the financial settlement, Neil Benn Consulting Limited (2010).
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(ii) Post-2011, snapshots of administrative data should be taken within each local authority area to
compare to ONS mid-year estimates, with the opportunity to submit such data to ONS as part
of re-evaluating consultative mid-year estimate figures. These snapshots should be conducted and
verified independently.

(iii) London-wide local authority area snapshots from administrative data should compare counts that
we know are liable to shift relatively quickly, such as:

— Large households.

— School age children.

— Single person households.

This requires close working with PCTs and a coordinating hand from the GLA.

(iv) Intermediate geographies need to be reviewed in the light of current migration patterns and
population trends within London.

(v) ONS and GLA methodologies should be reviewed post-2011 to accurately reflect the nature of
short and longer term migration and population churn within London boroughs, specifically to
include short-term migrants (under 12 months).

5. Lessons from the Census Rehearsal 2010

5.1 We would like to make some additional comments on the 2011 Census from the perspective of a “hard
to count” rehearsal area.

5.2 The average response rate coming from rehearsal areas was around 32%. Newham’s—along with
Birmingham’s—was 23% only. Given our lack of confidence in mid-year estimates, it is not reassuring that
the Census rehearsal also provided such a low response rate, as Census 2011 will provide the base for
population counting for years to come.

5.3 ONS’s recruitment for the Census Area Manager and enumerators was significantly delayed within
Newham, resulting in a very late start in preparing for the count. Although the central ONS team did
communicate regularly with us on progress, the lack of contact with Capita around recruitment for
enumerators meant there were limited opportunities to promote local employment and locally experienced
surveyors.36 This had an eVect on both adequate preparation time and ensuring the team had suYcient local
knowledge to maximise Census participation.

5.4 It was unclear during the rehearsal how ONS planned to utilise the expertise available to them within
the local area outside of providing data that would form the local area brief. ONS have a standardised
training for enumerators which did not adequately prepare them for finding all of Newham’s population or
gaining responses. Language is a particular barrier in the borough, and current recruitment methods for
finding enumerators within the rehearsal did not draw upon the local knowledge of community languages.

5.5 With the flow of international migrants into the borough, it is likely that many will not be counted
because they do not see themselves as “resident” and cannot see the relevance of the Census to their lives.
Such new migrants are unlikely to appear on the Electoral Register, particularly if they are from countries
without entitlement to vote in the UK.

5.6 Newham has concerns about the adequacy of the address register for the post-out, post-back method
intended for the 2011 Census. New properties are constantly being created in Newham—both regularised by
planning law and not—and it is unfortunate that the current data sharing agreement on addresses precludes
Newham from seeing the entire list. In the Census rehearsal, ONS found 1,267 “new” addresses, which need
further work in validating. However, due to the lack of direct feedback, we are unable to do any work to
support such address checking locally.

5.7 We are aware through our discussions with ONS that there are concerns that straying from one core
approach may skew results. Yet Newham’s circumstances are, as outlined, unusual; and they require a
tailored model. The questions we were left with from the Census rehearsal were:

— Which is more acceptable to ONS—a low response rate whilst using a standard methodology? Or
a higher response rate with diVering approaches?

— Has an equality impact assessment been conducted on the enumeration methodology to satisfy
ONS that it is not disadvantaging participation from any particular groups?

5.8 The postal method of collection introduces the likelihood of partial enumeration of households. With
over 6% of Newham households in 2001 having over six people in them, this is a particular issue, as those
households need continuation forms for complete enumeration. They will mainly comprise extended
families or be shared by unrelated individuals and there are real concerns that those who avoid enumeration
in the Census will also avoid it in any follow-up exercise.

36 ONS reported that approximately one third of rehearsal staV were recruited locally.
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5.9 Large households could potentially best be enumerated online to accommodate multiple person
completion, but we have concerns about internet completion. Only four out of a potential 1,100 students in
Newham (who are considered more computer-literate than many other groups) completed the online census
questionnaire. Considerable thought needs to be given to how to promote online completion, particularly
for larger and multiple occupancy households.

5.10 During the Census rehearsal, additional staV were pulled out of other areas to do a complete
coverage of a few enumeration areas. We have no indication of how eVective this was in increasing
completion, or if such a resource could realistically be provided in 2011.

5.11 There was evidence of some opportunistic crime during the Census rehearsal period by people
impersonating enumerators. This clearly needs to be highlighted through an awareness campaign.

5.14 Recommendations on the Census

(i) A diVerentiated approach should be considered for areas like Newham which face enumeration
challenges.

(ii) A London-wide population count should be conducted pre-Census 2011, to provide comparative
figures for the Census 2011 count and to provide a basis for reviewing ONS methodology post 2011.

(iii) Each Census area should ensure that there is a local Census partnership in place as soon as possible
to oversee liaison with ONS and community groups, data sharing, communication and maximizing
count. Such a group should include key members from the Local Strategic Partnership.

(iv) Census Area Managers should be recruited as soon as possible, to enable adequate preparation and
eVective enumerator recruitment within a local area.

(v) Where possible, enumerators should be recruited from the local community, and should be able to
converse in local community languages.

(vi) Local Census partnerships should be involved in local training and briefing for enumerators to
ensure they understand the local population, the challenges that may bring and ways to
overcome them.

(vii) The local Census partnership, community groups and ONS are involved in a planned
communications strategy that covers all community groups and addresses any attitudinal or
cultural issues towards completing the Census. This should start from 2010, to enable any issues
that arise from specific groups to be dealt with.

(viii) Discussions should begin now on how to overcome data sharing issues around address registration,
to enable local authorities to take an active role in validating the ONS address register.

(ix) Confirmation should be sought from ONS that a full Equalities Impact Assessment (EQIA) has
been conducted on current methodologies to ensure that all communities can participate within
the Census satisfactorily. This is a public duty. If a full EQIA is not in place that takes into account
the specific communities within each Census area, the Census Area Manager should ensure this
is conducted and the methodology adapted to make sure all communities can participate and to
maximize count in each Local Authority area.

(x) For known households with more than six people and multiple occupancy households, online
completion should be encouraged through a clear and early campaign.

(xi) Early engagement with community groups and libraries to facilitate and encourage completion
online and support paper completion and return.

(xii) An early awareness campaign needs to be planned in liaison with the Local Authority to maximize
understanding and interest in Census completion. Publicity needs to start early, be clear about the
benefits of participating, be a partnership with local authorities and be specifically targeted towards
local population.

(xiii) An awareness campaign is needed to highlight what enumerators should and should not be asking,
to minimise opportunistic crime during the Census completion period.
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APPENDIX 1

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN AND MIGRATION MAPS
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APPENDIX 2A

LARGE HOUSEHOLDS
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APPENDIX 2B

MULTI-OCCUPANCY HOUSEHOLDS
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APPENDIX 3

NON-VOTER HOUSEHOLDS MAP
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Memorandum from Local Government Association’s High Ethnicity Authorities’ Special Interest Group
(HEASIG) (LPC 13)

This submission has been made by the London Boroughs within HEASIG. It does not necessarily
represent the views of all of our member authorities.

— HEASIG is concerned that the majority of its member authorities are disproportionately aVected
by many, if not all, of the key variables that ONS suggest will determine the accuracy of local
population statistics.

— HEASIG is also concerned that ONS does not appear to be actively seeking to minimise the eVects
of these key variables for the 2011 census. Indeed, in some cases it appears that ONS is actively
ignoring them.

— The accuracy of population estimates and projections is critical for both planning public services
and also targeting appropriate resources. Unfortunately, many of our member authorities are
concerned that the population statistics generated by the ONS are significantly under-estimating
the true position in their areas. As a result, these authorities could be losing much needed
Government funding.

— The real impact of short-term migration flows on local authority services and their associated
finances has been recognised by the Department for Communities and Local Government; it
therefore appears inequitable that these migration flows are not reflected in the ONS population
data ultimately used to inform Government funding allocations to local authorities in England.

HEASIG recommends:

— ONS should enter into immediate discussions with local authorities to ensure the 2011 Census form
and accompanying notes are available in appropriate language translations.

— ONS should mount a publicity campaign aimed at international migrants in advance of the
2011 Census. This publicity campaign should seek to explain the purpose of the Census.

— DCLG should clearly acknowledge that the population data used within the local government
finance system is imprecise; and local authorities who can adequately demonstrate that their
resident populations have been under-recorded for the purposes of funding allocations should be
financially compensated.

— Local authority funding allocations from 2011–12 onwards should also take account of short-term
migrants planning to live in the UK for less than one year.

— The Government should commission an independent review to examine the extent to which high
levels of migration into the UK are impacting on service provision and quality of life issues,
particularly in relation to housing, education, health and social services. The results of this work
should be used to inform the Government’s spending priorities for the next Comprehensive
Spending Review.

1. About HEASIG

1.1 HEASIG was established and recognised as a special interest group by the Local Government
Association in 1999. The group’s main purpose is to campaign for the continued recognition of the needs
of ethnically diverse communities in the distribution of financial resources to local authorities in England.
The group’s current membership comprises of the following authorities:

Barking and Dagenham, Birmingham, Brent, Croydon, Ealing, Enfield, Hackney, Hammersmith
and Fulham, Haringey, Harrow, Hillingdon, Hounslow, Islington, Kensington and Chelsea,
Lambeth, Lewisham, Newham, Redbridge, Slough, Southwark, Tower Hamlets, Waltham Forest,
Westminster and Wolverhampton.

1.2 This submission has been made the London Boroughs within HEASIG. It does not necessarily
represent the views of all of our members. This submission will solely concentrate on issues of general
concern for these London Boroughs; however, we are aware that many of our member authorities will also
be submitting their own individual responses to the Inquiry.

2. Information

Q2. Preparations for the 2011 Census in London

2.1 ONS have recognised that individual London boroughs have been poorly served at previous Census.

2.2 An ONS study37 noted that the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea: “was identified as an
area where there was a significant risk of an under-estimate of the population by 2001” and “There are some
characteristics of Kensington and Chelsea that make population enumeration and estimation diYcult. In
particular it has a large weekday population due to the large financial districts in the area, and it has much inner
city housing (often flats with security gates) often occupied by residents whose first language is not English.38”

37 2004 Local Authority Studies: Analysis of data and evidence for Kensington and Chelsea (ONS: September 2004), Page 3.
38 Ibid. p 4.
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2.3 It would appear, according to ONS,39 that the key variables which produce uncertainty regarding
obtaining “accurate” population statistics are as follows:

— Gross international migration.

— Gross internal migration.

— Population from non-White ethnic groups/mixed ethnic areas.

— Students aged 18–74.

— Population density.

— Men aged 20–39.

— Large households.

— Low coverage in 2001 Census.

— Multiple addresses.

— Deprived areas.

2.4 HEASIG is concerned that the majority of its member authorities are disproportionately aVected by
many, if not all, of the key variables outlined above compared to other non-urban authorities.

2.5 The group is also concerned that ONS do not appear to be actively seeking to minimise these eVects.
Indeed, in some cases ONS appear to be actively ignoring them.

2.6 Independent research commissioned by Westminster City Council highlighted that the City Council
and Manchester had been expressly excluded from the 2007 Census Test by the ONS40 because:

“there was a risk that the [2007] Test might fail in such LAs where the assessment criteria revealed
the most extreme characteristics, although our methods might be suYciently good enough for more
typical cities.”

2.7 HEASIG has also noted that its member authorities had some of the lowest response rates to the
2001 Census. For example, eight of our member authorities were within the 10 lowest response rates of all
354 local authorities in England at the 2001 Census; 14 member authorities were within the lowest 16;
19 member authorities were within the lowest 27; 22 member authorities within the lowest 50; and
23 members were within the lowest 54. Wolverhampton, ranked 171 out of all 354 local authorities, had the
best response rate at 96%. This leads the group to intuitively believe that there is a systemic bias against High
Ethnicity Authorities inherent in the Census returns process.

2.8 The group is not confident ONS has undertaken suYcient preparation to address this bias in the
2011 Census.

2.9 One particular concern, raised by member authorities regarding the 2001 census process, relates to
the need for “Large Families” (ie those with more than five members) to request additional census forms for
completion. Anecdotal evidence suggests that not all requests for additional forms were satisfied, resulting
in the under-enumeration of some of these “Large families”. ONS statistics41 suggest that the Bangladeshi,
Pakistani and Indian ethnic groups have the largest household size.

Q.4(c). The planned use of census and other population data in funding allocations for service provision

2.10 In addition to our concerns regarding the 2011 Census, HEASIG also wishes to make comment
regarding the accuracy of population estimates and projections within the local government funding system.

2.11 Accurate population estimates and projections are critical for both planning public services and also
targeting appropriate resources. The committee will be aware that the Department for Communities and
Local Government (DCLG) uses ONS population statistics as the primary basis for distributing over
£28.9 billion of Government funding to local authorities in England each year.

2.12 Unfortunately, many of our member authorities are concerned that the population statistics
generated by the ONS are significantly underestimating the true position in their areas. For example:

— Westminster City Council found that almost half of the rough sleepers in central London were
destitute A8 migrants. It is unlikely these rough sleepers will be counted within any of ONS
population statistics.

— Between 2002 and 2004 almost 11,800 more international migrants apparently registered with GPs
for the first time in Newham than the ONS reported were arriving in the borough in total. Similar
material discrepancies have been identified in Ealing (7,900), Lambeth (7,500) and Hounslow
(5,900). Allowing for the fact that young men do not generally register with GPs these apparent
discrepancies are likely to be underestimates. This diVerential is likely to have increased further
following the accession of the A8 states into the EU in May 2004.

39 As noted in the ongoing Improving Migration Population Statistics (IMPS) project and following the ONS’s field test for the
2011 census, conducted on 13 May 2007.

40 The 2007 Census Test: a major step towards the 2011 Census. Population Trends, no 126—Winter 2006, p 19.
41 http://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp?id%458
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— ONS population data suggests that 17,000 more people left Brent than moved into the area between
2001 and 2005. Over the same period, new National Insurance numbers issued to Brent residents
rose by a quarter and pupil rolls increased by 7%.

— 176% more new National Insurance numbers were issued to non-UK nationals resident in Barking
and Dagenham during 2004–05 than ONS reported were migrating into the borough using the
International Passenger Survey.

2.13 As a result, these authorities could be losing much needed Government funding.

Other Issues—Short Term Migration

2.14 The real impact of short-term migration flows on local authority services and their associated
finances has been recognised42 by the Department for Communities and Local Government. It therefore
appears inequitable that these migration flows are not reflected in the Government funding allocations to
local authorities in England.

2.15 ONS has recognised the need to obtain robust data regarding short-term migration and is currently
undertaking research into how an estimate for calculating such flows could be derived. However, it appears
likely to be several years before any recognition of short-term migration is included within any of the
formula grant calculations for individual local authorities. Given that the Government recognise that there
are real issues aVecting local authorities currently experiencing short-term migration flows, it would appear
sensible for the Government to attempt to devise a short-term funding solution.

3. Recommendations for the Committee to Consider Including in its Report

3.1 ONS should enter into immediate discussions with local authorities to ensure that the 2011 Census
form and accompanying notes are available in appropriate language translations.

3.2 ONS should ensure that the 2011 Census forms are capable of recording the responses from “large
families” (ie families with more than five members) and/or ensure an eVective system is in place to quickly
provide additional census forms to those “large families” that request them.

3.3 ONS should mount a publicity campaign aimed at international migrants in advance of the
2011 Census. This publicity campaign should seek to explain the purpose of the Census.

3.4 DCLG should clearly acknowledge that the population data used within the local government finance
system is imprecise; and local authorities who can adequately demonstrate that their resident populations
have been under-recorded for the purposes of funding allocations should be financially compensated.

3.5 Local authority funding allocations from 2011–12 onwards should reflect short-term migrants
planning to live in the UK for less than one year.

3.6 The Government should commission an independent review to examine the extent to which high
levels of migration into the UK are impacting on service provision and quality of life issues, particularly in
relation to housing, education, health and social services. The results of this work should be used to inform
the Government’s spending priorities for the next Comprehensive Spending Review.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from the Royal Statistical Society (LPC 14)

Summary

— The enormous complexity of London’s population and its living arrangements mean that many
recognised enumeration challenges will be at their most extreme, and/or aVect the greatest
population numbers, in London.

— The risk of the census producing misleading information is therefore particularly acute in London

— ONS are well aware of these problems and arrangements for 2011 have taken into account the
lessons from the 2001 census. Nevertheless the scale and complexity of the enumeration challenges
in parts of London will provide a severe challenge.

— While post-census exercises can correct for some degree of undercounting, it remains essential that
the basic enumeration is suYciently robust—more robust than it proved in areas such as
Westminster, Wandsworth and Southwark in 2001.

— Consideration should be given to designing additional outputs for London to reflect its particular
demographic circumstances. It is particularly important that population figures are provided on
all relevant definitions.

42 DCLG Report: Moving On: Reconnecting Frequent Movers (July 2006).
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— It is essential that London local authorities, the Mayor’s oYce and the ONS work closely together
in areas where enumeration is problematic and that issues such as address lists are agreed prior to
the census date.

— The Committee should consider arrangements for providing ongoing population estimates after
the Census.

1. The Royal Statistical Society (RSS) is the UK’s only professional and learned society devoted to the
interests of statistics and statisticians. Founded in 1834 it is also one of the most influential and prestigious
statistical societies in the world. The Society has members in over 50 countries worldwide and is active in a
wide range of areas both directly and indirectly pertaining to the study and application of statistics. It aims
to promote public understanding of statistics and provide professional support to users of statistics and to
statisticians.

2. The Society welcomes this opportunity to submit evidence to the new London Regional Committee’s
inquiry into the Government’s policy on the preparation and use of regional population statistics for
London and its arrangements for accurate assessment of population mobility and turnover, with particular
reference to the arrangements for the 2011 census.

3. The Society has followed the process of the 2011 censuses closely, establishing a Census Study Group
in 2006. This has kept in close contact with the responsible statistical bodies including a meeting on 1 June
2009 at which the entire process for producing 2011 census counts was presented by the statistical agencies
and discussed by leading academics and users.

4. It is important to recognise that an important consideration of the census is to achieve nationally
uniform population information and the census design does not contain processes which are uniquely for
use in London. While the factors aVecting the census in London are not fundamentally diVerent to those
aVecting other parts of the country, the enormous complexity of London’s population and its living
arrangements do mean that many recognised enumeration challenges will be at their most extreme, and/or
aVect the greatest population numbers, in London.

5. Turning to lessons from 2001, a key issue is that the success of the census is enormously dependent on
achieving high and reasonably even coverage of geographical areas and population groups. The census
design acknowledges that there will inevitably be some undercounting and in 2001 provision was made for
correction through the One Number Census process. This was considered eVective in most local authorities.
However, where major enumeration failures occurred, as in Westminster, it became clear that these processes
were insuYcient to adjust for large pockets of inadequate address listing or inadequate fieldwork, including
that due to access diYculties. After substantial campaigning and much damage to the reputation of the
census, revisions were made to the overall populations of Westminster, Wandsworth, Southwark and
elsewhere but small area data were never revised and thus remain incorrect. ONS studies cited pockets of
poor processing and the inadequacy of the national ONC procedures to handle specific local situations.
Post-census adjustment cannot produce adequate compensation for poor enumeration and it is therefore
imperative that the 2011 enumeration design be more robust so that initial figures are of higher quality. ONS
should also be encouraged to publish non-response rates for detailed areas so that future users are aware
where data may be weak.

6. ONS has adopted a model for 2011 which relies primarily on mail-out of census forms and although
this provides for greater flexibility of the enumeration field force it does in turn make the quality of the census
address list even more critical than in 2001. The challenges of achieving this in the absence of a definitive
national address register, and the reluctance of relevant public bodies to work together to produce one in
the past, have already been widely acknowledged and ONS is undertaking a programme of work to prepare
an address list for census purposes. The quality and coverage of the address list that ONS can assemble from
the available sources remains to be demonstrated to stakeholders. They have stated that they will work
closely with local government and it is essential that there is good cooperation between ONS and the London
councils to ensure the address lists used for enumeration are of the highest quality possible, taking account
of all local intelligence. Ideally, there should be agreement over address lists between ONS and local
government before enumeration begins to avoid wasteful and to some degree insoluble disputes after the
event. Areas of major urban redevelopment proved particularly diYcult to enumerate in 2001 and intensive
local eVorts will therefore be required for example in areas surrounding the site of the 2012 Olympics.

7. ONS have indicated that they will hand-deliver census forms to a small proportion of areas where
enumeration is predicted to be particularly diYcult. It is to be expected that complex inner urban areas will
form the majority of these and that London will be disproportionately represented. ONS should now publish
details of how this latter process is intended to operate and the areas in which it will be implemented. Again,
close cooperation with local authorities is essential if this exercise is to prove eVective, for example in the
recruitment of appropriate enumerators.

8. A variety of approaches are required in order to maximise response at the individual level. London
contains many distinct communities where ONS must work with community groups able to foster active
engagement with the census, through assistance with culturally appropriate publicity, language support and
other positive interventions to maximise coverage. New census questions about second residences and
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intended duration of stay in the UK will provide useful information about London’s population but also
increased scope for respondent alienation resulting in poor levels of completion. Questions regarding
citizenship and intention to remain in the UK were introduced after the 2007 census tests and their impacts
on response rates are therefore less well understood than for other questions. These uncertainties which
aVect the whole country are disproportionately relevant to London and much will have been learnt from the
2009 census rehearsal areas, which included the London Borough of Newham. ONS should publish these
findings, including variations in response rates—we understand these were low in Newham—at the earliest
opportunity.

9. Another area of specific concern in London is the counting of students as the 2011 census date falls in
term-time for some institutions and Easter vacation for others, hence there is increased potential for
confusion, both by missing some students entirely and of double counting others at both their home and
term-time addresses. ONS needs to work eVectively with the very large number of institutions providing
communal residences in the capital to ensure that these are correctly enumerated. More generally London
has a high number of transient residents, many of whom will be unwilling, or unable, to complete the census
forms. Substantial, and well-targeted, eVorts will be needed to ensure adequate response.

10. Population counts underpin many resource allocation decisions from central to local government and
within the region and the census serves as a major re-basing exercise for these counts. At present it still oVers
the most complete and geographically detailed picture of population distribution. In addition to questions
about the accuracy of counts, there are fundamental level, definitional diVerences, concerning both
households and residents, between the census and the population counts used on a routine basis by
government and other agencies. London is particularly aVected by the presence of workers and visitors who
are not included in the census residential base definitions, for example because they have a London home
which they do not consider to be their main residence or who are short term visitors from overseas. These
populations nevertheless play a major role in the city through their economic contribution and their demand
for services. The new census questions may potentially help to disentangle some of these definitional
diVerences, but it is very important that population projections, resource allocation and service planning
take appropriate account of the population definitions being used and that figures for London are provided
on all relevant definitions.

11. ONS is currently undertaking consultations on census outputs and geographies, which are welcomed.
Although the national census definitions cannot meaningfully be altered to uniquely fit the London case,
ONS should work with key agencies to ensure that definitional diVerences are clearly set out. Considering
that Scotland and Northern Ireland are serviced by their own census organisations, able to vary the question
set and output products, consideration should be given to ensuring that the unique complexity of London’s
population is appropriately represented in the range of census output products, for example by applying
further statistical adjustments or producing census reports using diVerent population bases which better
reflect the eVective population of London.

12. ONS is currently engaged in planning population systems for “Beyond 2011”, particularly following
the direction of the 2008 Treasury sub-Committee Report Counting the Population. This Report places a
strong emphasis on the increased use of administrative data sources to provide more timely population
counts and particularly to provide better estimates of migration. The London Regional Committee should
take great interest in these developments, particularly in so far as they may provide evidence for updated
population estimates following the 2011 census, as they will require cross-government support for better
international migration data. ONS should, for example, have access to suYcient data from the new eBorders
system. Adequate ongoing population estimates will also require ongoing cooperation between the ONS,
the Mayor’s oYce and London local authorities.

13. A particular need for the future is to ensure the maintenance of the address register (paragraph six
above). Unlike Scotland, this definitive register will not be available for any other purposes, not even within
ONS, or be updated due to the three public bodies concerned43 each defending their own intellectual
property. We deplore this failure of public bodies to co-operate for the public good. The Chair of the UK
Statistics Authority, Sir Michael Scholar,44 and the Chair of the Public Administration Select Committee,
Dr Tony Wright,45 have both called for this situation to end and for a single, regularly-updated, address
register to be created.

14 January 2010

43 The Post OYce, Ordnance Survey, and the Local Government Information House.
44 http://www.statisticsauthority.gov.uk/reports---correspondence/correspondence/index.html 8 July & 25 September 2010
45 http://www.parliament.uk/documents/upload/johnhealey.pdf
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Memorandum from the London Borough of Croydon (LPC 15)

1. Introduction

1.1 On 7 January 2008 Mike Fisher, the Leader of the Croydon Council, met with John Healey MP,
Minister of State for Local Government, in a meeting46 arranged to allow the Council to raise its views on
the Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement for 2008–09 to 2010–11. An area with which
Croydon expressed its dissatisfaction was the Government’s choice of the population projections to be used;
Croydon’s position has not changed.

1.2 It has been nine years since the last Census took place. It is clear from meetings between ONS and
the borough regarding preparations for the Census that many of the lessons learned from the 2001 Census
exercise have been taken on board. One outstanding concern is that there will be enough staV on the ground
within Croydon to follow-up in areas of low response rates.

2. ONS Population Data

2.1 For the current (2008–09 to 2010–11) Local Government Finance Settlement the Department for
Communities and Local Government made the decision to use a revised, rather than the original, 2004 based
Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP) as one of the main elements upon which the Formula Grant
is allocated. There were a number of concerns with these figures which included:

— The underestimation of international immigration nationally.

— Growing numbers of illegal international migrants who are excluded from the OYce for National
Statistics’ (ONS) estimates of population.

— The omission of Short-Term international migrants from population projections.

— Changes to the methodology for estimating the number of international migrants in the London
region led to a population projection that is 109,200 lower in 2008, 123,800 in 2009 and
137,900 lower in 2010 than the previous projections for that period. These lower figures do not
reflect experience on the ground and work undertaken and commissioned by a number of local
authorities.

— Limitations with the population projections used in the local government finance system which are
trend-based and fail to take in to account population growth caused by other factors such as major
housing development. As a result, trend-based population projections almost certainly
underestimate the populations of a number of local authorities.

2.2 The Population projection used in the 2008–11 three year settlement was based on ONS’s revised
2004 SNPP. ONS’s original 2004 SNPP for 2009 contained a mid year estimate for Croydon’s population
of 351,200. ONS’s revised 2004 SNPP contained a 2009 mid-year estimate of 340,100, a reduction of 11,100.
Because of this change, over the three year Settlement period, Croydon did not receive funding for
33,200 people. ONS’s 2009 mid-year estimate for Croydon has fluctuated over the years, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1

ONS POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR CROYDON—MID-YEAR 2009

ONS PROJECTION POPULATION ‘000s

2003 SNPP 345.8
2004 SNPP 351.2
2004 (Revised) SNPP 340.1
2006 SNPP 339.9
2008 (Draft) SNPP 340.8

3. Other Sources of Population Data

3.1 Before the revised figures were released, oYcers believed that the population of Croydon was already
been under-counted, indeed other sources indicate that the population of Croydon is either greater than or
is rising at a greater rate than the ONS estimates, these are summarised in Table 2.

3.2 GP Registration Data—GP registration data relates to patients resident in Croydon who may be
registered with a Croydon GP or a GP from another area. The June 2009 figures show a registered population
of 377,380. Between 2001 and 2009 the total net increase in people registered increased by 14,023. This
contrasts with ONS’s estimated increase of just over 10,000. The data from this source can be analysed for
both age ranges and gender.

3.3 The total number of migrants registering with GPs over the period 2001 to 2008 (last year data is
available) was 41,034 (known as flag 4 data).

46 Also in attendance for Croydon were Cllr Gavin Barwell, Cabinet Member for Resources & Customer Services, Jon Rouse,
Chief Executive and Nathan Elvery, Deputy Chief Executive and Executive Director of Resources and Customer Services.
Malcolm Wicks, MP for Croydon North, was also present. John Healey was supported by senior CLG OYcials
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3.4 National Insurance numbers—25,290 new National Insurance numbers were issued to non British
workers in the four years 2005–06 to 2008–09. The majority of those registering were from the accession
countries or were members of the Commonwealth. For the last year that comparable figures are available
(2006–07) Croydon had more flag four registrations 6,361 (migrants registering for the first time with a GP)
and National Insurance numbers issued to new migrants, 6,270, than the total number of migrants allocated
to the Borough by ONS methodology, of 4,400, (145% and 143% respectively). This would suggest that either
the ONS increase in population due to immigration for Croydon was too low or that the diVerence was
accounted for by short term migrants who are excluded from Croydon’s “oYcial” population and hence
excluded from the Formula Grant calculations.

3.5 Electoral Register—The 2009 electorate is 249,777. The original ONS figures, estimate the over
20 population as being 253,200, that is 3,423 more than those people registered on the electoral roll.

3.6 Properties—The total number of rateable properties that are eligible to be charged for council tax for
2009 was 144,431. The equivalent number of properties for 2001 was 136,924. In the eight years, the number
of properties has increased by 7,507. The national average household size, according to the ONS, is 2.36 so
the rise in the number of homes could indicate a population rise of 17,716. This contrasts with ONS’s
estimated increase of just over 10,000.

Table 2

CROYDON POPULATION DATA SOURCES

Percentage
2001–02 Mid 2009 change

Census and latest ONS 330,587 340,800 3.09%
GP Registration Data 363,357 377,380 3.86%
Properties 136,924 144,431 5.29%
Electoral Registration 242,293 249,777 3.09%

3.8 To summarise, Croydon is gravely concerned that the counting methods employed by the OYce for
National Statistics simply do not appear robust enough for the purpose to which they are employed in
Formula Grant distribution. If Croydon’s population had not been reduced by 33,200 over the three year
Settlement period, the Borough’s grant could have been around £3.6 million per annum more, before
damping.

4. The Use of Contradictory Data

4.1 Of further concern to Croydon is the use of contradictory data, in this instance taxbase projections
and population projections, in the distribution of Formula Grant. Croydon, like some other London
boroughs is being disadvantaged by the use of projected increases in the taxbase data used in the settlement.

4.2 Croydon’s Formula Grant is reducing due to the projected increases in the number of properties in
the taxbase but the expected increase in the population resulting from the increased number of properties
has not materialised in the population growth that the population projections forecast. The figures used in
the settlement indicated that, during the current three year settlement, the taxbase will rise three times faster
than the population. The tax base, as projected by CLG is predicted to rise by 1.53% from 2008–09 to
2010–11. Yet over the same period, the population is only predicted to increase by 0.44% as per ONS
statistics. Therefore the Government’s own statistics appear to be at odds with each other and appear
inconsistent in their usage.

4.3 If our tax base increases at the same rate as the projected population, we estimate that Croydon would
receive about £1.77 million more grant in 2010–11, before damping.

5. Omissions from Current Population Data

5.1 In addition to Croydon’s concerns, London Councils has also drawn attention to other issues with
population statistics including:

— The eVects of short-term migrants who are currently excluded from the population estimates and
projections and, therefore, from the local government finance system. This means that local
authorities do not receive any funding for these in-migrants despite incurring costs. ONS’s latest
set of estimates (referring to the mid-2007 year) if included in Croydon’s population count would
increase Croydon’s population by 10,680, an increase of 3.1% (the figures for London as a whole
are 480,160 and 6.4% respectively).

— Part-time Londoners who live in London for part of the week but are resident elsewhere for
population purposes. Local authorities do not receive any funding from central government for
these “residents” despite facing an increasing demand for services from individuals who in a large
number of cases probably spend the majority of the week in the capital.
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— The impact of population mobility which was estimated by the London School of Economics (LSE)
to exceed 35% in some London Boroughs47. LSE estimated that London councils were spending
in excess of £100 million a year to deal with the pressures resulting from high population mobility.

6. Usage of Census Data by Croydon Council

6.1 Croydon Council uses the population projections produced by the Greater London Authority to plan
the provision of new services in the borough. These projections are based on Census data so it is vital that
the Census 2011 accurately records the population of the borough.

6.2 Current and future projections of population are often baseline starting points for planning of service
provision. In several areas, there is nothing authoritative beyond the last census figures. Thus even though
the census figures soon become somewhat dated, an absence of these, or a degrading of their quality, would
impact significantly on the planning process and ultimately service provision

6.3 Croydon Council will use Greater London Authority population projections which are derived from
census population figures to project forward the need for school places within the borough. In this instance
the consequences of inaccurate projections resulting from an incorrect figure for Croydon’s population in
the census would be two-fold. Firstly there would potentially be either a large over-provision or under-
provision of school places, the former resulting in unnecessary expenditure and the latter resulting in the
Council being either unable to provide school places or having to spend additional money providing
temporary classrooms.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from Ealing Borough (LPC 16)

In summary:

— Ealing Borough’s population was under-counted in the 2001 census

— Local administrative data suggests that imputation rates were lower than required ie That non-
response was greater than estimated by the ONS census coverage survey

— Despite local eVorts to increase response rates in 2011, the London Borough of Ealing does not
expect to achieve an accurate representation of the borough’s population. The borough relies on
administrative data for planning infrastructure and service delivery

1. Lessons learned from the 2001 Census exercise

The main lesson that Ealing has learned since the 2001 Census is that it cannot be relied on as an accurate
count of the population.

The Council has used various administrative data to validate the population size reported in the
2001 census. We have found that the Census data seriously underestimates the number of people living in
Ealing Borough, with consequences for mid year estimates and for population projections.

Following the Census coverage survey, the ONS estimated that 85% of Ealing Borough households
responded to the 2001 census, and therefore imputed 15% of Ealing’s data. Imputation rates ranged from
10% to 23% across Ealing wards. According to the ONS, areas with high proportions of particular ethnic
minorities and more transient populations had particularly high imputation rates.

The Council has evidence that Ealing borough response rates to the 2001 census were over-estimated by
ONS. We have compared mid year estimates derived from 2001 census data with council tax records, GP
registrations, and national insurance number registrations.

The Census reported 118,000 households living in the borough in 2001; yet there were 119,445 households
paying council tax at this time. A Census undercount and under-imputation has resulted in projections that
are consistently lower than the number of Ealing Borough households48 paying council tax.

GLA household projections compared with council tax payments, 2001–2009

Year 2001 2006 2007 2008 2009

GLA Low projections49 118,000 120,400 121,600 122,800 124,000
GLA High projections 118,000 121,900 123,000 124,200 125,400
Council Tax payments50 119,445 122,503 124,119 125,356 126,417

47 “Population Mobility and Service Provision” written by Tony Travers, Rebecca Tunstall and Christine Whitehead with
Segolene Pruvot,

48 Broadly speaking a household is a set of people living in the same dwelling. A dwelling might consist of a house, an apartment
or other group of rooms, or a single room. According to the Census, a household comprises one person living alone, or a
group of people (not necessarily related) living at the same address with common housekeeping—that is, sharing either a living
room or sitting room or at least one meal a day.

49 GLA figures are for mid-June.
50 Council tax figures are 31 March, except for 2009 figures which are for 9 March.
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The Census number of households is approximately 1,445 households lower than the number of
households paying council tax in the same month. And not every household is required to pay council tax.
One example of households with a legitimate reason for not paying council tax is the case of houses in
multiple occupation (HMOs). The broad definition of an HMO is a converted house containing a number
of studios/bedsits which share a kitchen, bathroom or toilet. Any HMO contains a number of households,
but the landlord pays one singular council tax fee for the whole property.

Ealing Council Regulatory Services have identified nearly 4,000 HMOs in the borough using electoral
services data. There are a further 150 properties being investigated following information received from the
public, other departments or outside agencies. There are likely to be many more HMOs than these in
existence. Known HMOs contain an average of four households and five residents. It is therefore estimated
that 4,000 Ealing HMOs would contain approximately 16,000 households. A minimum of 12,000 HMO
households are therefore likely be uncounted by total council tax payments.

Another set of households that are not included in council tax figures are irregular dwellings, including
outhouses, shops/oYces used as dwellings, unregistered conversions. There are at least 1,000 such properties
currently, though the true figure is likely to be much higher than this.

This means that projections from the 2001 census are now at least

There would have been a number of HMOs and irregular dwellings in 2001 whose households would not
be paying council tax. We would therefore expect the 2001 census to have recorded households in excess of
120,000 (119,445! (555).

2. Preparations for the 2011 census in London: counting of migrants and transients, under declaration on
census returns, and correlations between characteristics of under representation in census and electoral
registration returns

It will be diYcult to obtain a full list of addresses for the 2011 census. We are currently matching Royal
Mail’s Post OYce Address File and the Ordnance Survey with the Local Land Property Gazetteer. However,
there will be a number of dwellings not listed on any of these.

We will be able to use % electoral registration returns to predict which areas are particularly hard to
enumerate, but are not confident that this alone will be suYcient, as we don’t have complete knowledge of
the number of households not responding. Electoral services staV will be able to provide support for the
2011 census. This includes:

— 150! experienced “door knocking” canvasser staV.

— Ready drawn “canvassing patches”.

— Ready paperwork for canvassers and supervisors.

— UK Mail account for bulk postage of forms to all properties which can save 15% on postage costs
vs Royal Mail.

— Ready to go training programs, materials and experienced trainers.

— Full stocks of canvassing equipment such as torches, high vis wear, personal alarms, shoulder bags,
clipboards etc.

— Up to date “safety register”.

— Key contacts for hostels, residential homes, sheltered housing, HMOs etc.

We are also expecting to be able to draw upon the support of Ealing’s strong voluntary and community
sector to explain the purpose of the census, encourage people to respond, and to oVer some help in
translations.

During local democracy week in October 2010, we will be going into schools in areas of the borough where
civic participation is low and raising awareness of the census and voting. We hope that children will pass
learning on to their parents.

Funding permitting, the Council is hoping to undertake a comprehensive matching of main
administrative datasets in order to improve our address list for the 2011 census. This will also provide the
Council with a minimum confirmed population, and provide reliable socio-demographic information about
our residents that can be aggregated to appropriate geographical levels as required51 . We will be able to use
this to improve knowledge of which households are likely to speak which languages using input from the
Schools census.

We are also considering asking council staV, refuse/recycling contractors, police community support
oYcers and/or local volunteers to help identify irregular dwellings across the borough, so that as many
households as possible receive a copy of the census questionnaire in the post. We would like to conduct this
work early in 2011 so that it is as up-to-date as possible before the census mail-out.

51 This will also provide us with a database including the number of people, age, disability status, benefit status, school the
child(ren) attend, first language of school children, local GP registration, council tax band, and more, for residential
properties in the borough.
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3. Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to engaging participation by
minority communities

Ealing’s residents come from diverse backgrounds. We also have a high number of short-term migrants,
and irregular migrants.

Many Ealing residents do not speak English, and even less are able to read English. These people are
unlikely to go to the trouble of asking others to translate on their behalf. For 60% of Ealing Borough state
school primary school pupils and 47% of secondary school pupils, English is not the first language. And,
though the exact proportion is unknown, a high proportion of adults in the borough do not speak English
well. The problem this presents for the 2011 census is exacerbated by the range of languages spoken across
the borough: there are more than 150 languages spoken by Ealing school pupils. There is an opportunity to
identify the first language of households with children at state schools, and perhaps send a translated
questionnaire to them (at some cost). However, we do not know how we are going to identify languages
spoken in households that do not include state school children.

In addition to the basic language issue, community representatives in Southall and Acton have told the
Council that many migrants will not know or understand what the census is, and therefore be reluctant to
complete it.

Irregular migrants are unlikely to engage in the census through fear of risking their UK residency,
preferring to stay “oV the radar”. These people are highly unlikely to be on our administrative records too.
The police tell us that the number of irregular migrants in the borough has increased in recent years.

Whilst the census is a statutory duty on all residents, the increasing consultation fatigue experienced
across the UK for all types of surveys suggests that the 2011 census will achieve a lower response than in
2001 for this reason alone. Citizens are generally less engaged in civic aVairs than they were in 2001.
Voting rates?

Since particular types of people are more unlikely to respond than others, and it will be diYcult to know
how many people of diVerent types do not respond, the census is unlikely to be a very representative survey.

4. The planned use of the census and other population data in

(a) Population projections for London

We are not anticipating full coverage from the 2011 census and think that better use of administrative data
is a more eVective, eYcient and timely way to measure the population. For service planning, we will be using
our comprehensive household database (built through matching core administrative data) to project need.

(b) Planning for provision of services delivered through the Government OYce for London and London
boroughs

Depending on the success of the 2011 census, we are likely to advise using our administrative data to plan
service provision for the reasons directly set out above.

(b) Funding allocations for service provision made to central government bodies, the Greater London Authority
and other London boroughs.

Current methods for allocating funding based on projections derived from the 2001 census have meant
that Ealing residents have lost out. Given the reasons set out above, it is probable that response to the
2011 census will be even lower than that in 2001. Ealing Council would therefore favour the use of
administrative data for funding allocations. A composition of GP registration data, Council Tax/Housing
benefits, National Insurance registration data, and perhaps counts from Contact Point (including the school
census, connexions and social care data) would oVer a more reliable basis for funding allocation.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from the London Borough of Hillingdon (LPC 17)

Summary of Key Points

A summary of our key points is set out below:

— Hillingdon’s and London’s population is harder to count than ever before;

— Property address lists must be considerably improved if adequate census coverage is to be
ensured—particularly in areas of significant churn, new build particularly add-ons to end of
terraced through garden grab, gated developments and housing of multiple occupation;

— That posting forms out will allow more follow-up time to be allocated to harder to count areas but
there may be a considerable price to pay if the loss of personal contact with the public leads to worse
response rates in hard-to-count areas;
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— One of Hillingdon’s great strengths is its levels of diversity. This, though, can lead to problems of
language and access—and thus lower enumeration rates in the census

— The 2011 census must see to deliver more robust data on long and short term migration patterns
and working week populations

— That involving local authorities more directly in the process would pay dividends

— There must be more emphasis on employing local people as enumerators and there needs to be
more local flexibility in deploying the field staV. This will support the work Local Authorities with
Partners to support their residents during the recession. The 2009 census Rehearsal in Newham,
for example, only saw a response rate of 25%—due in part to the fact that many of the field staV
were not from the local area. This is very worrying to other London boroughs.

— Accurate population data is vital for service planning. Census and population projects are widely
used for service planning and monitoring by the Greater London Authority, Transport for
London, London Development Agency, Metropolitan Police, London Fire and Emergency
Planning Authority, the London boroughs (particularly in our roles as education authorities), the
health services in London, utilities, etc.

— Accurate population data is vital to ensure government funding is allocated correctly—London
boroughs and the GLA will receive over £6.5 billion in formula and police grant and around
£2.5 billion in specific grants in 2010–11 for which population data is a key driver. Population data
is also used to inform funding allocations for primary care trusts and schools funding via the
Dedicated Schools grant

Lessons Learned in London from the 2001 Census Exercise

Hillingdon considers that the following issues represent the key lessons which can be learned from the
2001 census in London

— That the population is harder to count than ever before;

— That address lists must be considerably improved;

— That involving local authorities more directly in the process would pay dividends but resources
within local authorities will be under severe pressure;

— Loss of personal contact with the public leads to worse response rates in hard-to-count areas;

— That more flexibility is needed for the field force following up missing forms—contracting out
recruitment to an agency limits this flexibility as the 2009 Census Rehearsal has shown. There must
be more emphasis on employing local people because this is likely to get the best result and there
needs to be more local flexibility in deploying the field staV.

— That adjustments to the data to protect confidentiality must not destroy the usefulness of the data;

— That the Royal Mail must give higher priority to census forms than in 2001; We can not be in a
situation where forms are ‘lost’ only to reappear once the Census window has been closed.

1) Post out of Forms

Post out of forms may be one of the issues that has to be looked at again in the light of the low response
rates in the Rehearsal. Personal contact with people who are unsure about whether they should be included
in the census might be needed instead of a form arriving in the post. If people can not understand the form
due to language barriers or realise they are required to complete there is no incentive to contact ONS for
translated documentation. We would like more information about how the areas for hand delivery are
being selected.

2) Geography and Ward Level Data

There was a wealth of data available for wards in 2001 for measuring change over time and the same is
expected in 2011. A very limited amount of data can be published for output areas as they are far too small
to give the data needed for London. To ensure consistency across London, Hillingdon believe Wards are a
much better size in London to allow the production of detailed statistics on communities and with the range
of cross-tabulations that will be needed. Using Ward data it is possible to carry out trending and
comparisons. While lower level data at borough level is always desired if it can not be used/published it is
better not to waste resource analysing the data.

3) Census Response Rates—Young Males Born Overseas

Hillingdon is not alone in seeing reduced numbers on the electoral register. More time and eVort
canvassing is needed to obtaining increasingly fewer responses. The Census will heighten this issue as many
Londoners are not allowed to vote in the UK and so are not found on the electoral register. These will be
non-EU citizens. Others who are legally able to vote may not be aware of their rights and so are also not on
the electoral register. These may include EU students and EU citizens working in London who do not
consider the UK to be their country of residence but who, never-the-less, should be enumerated by the census
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if their stay is of three months or more. In 2011 a number of innovations are aimed to get a higher response
from transient groups: the Census will ask for a count of all persons present—even if not permanently
resident, it will seek to find out about persons with a second residence, it will ask about intentions to stay
of recent arrivals from overseas and it will enable the census to be completed on-line.

4) Gated Estates and Developments

Gated estates are another source of potential problems and are becoming more common. Posting the
forms out will avoid some problems but follow up of missing forms will be diYcult in gated estates. Marina’s/
narrow-boats have their own issues as will halls of residence. Hillingdon is home to Brunel University which
has recently completed an extensive building programme and students do not always see the completion of
forms as a priority even though they are using the services of the borough as they are typically registered at
their parent’s addresses. Hillingdon has a diverse range of properties and a percentage of our residents are
building on land formally laid to gardens.

5) Second Residency Information

An increasing number of people in the UK have more than one residence in the UK.

The reasons for this vary, and examples of those with a second address include:

— Children of divorced or separated parents.

— People with a second residence for work (for example, people who live in one place during the week
for work, but with their families—where they will be counted for census purposes —at weekends).

— Students and people with holiday homes.

Students as previously mentioned and people with a second residence for work are significant issues in
Hillingdon and London given the large numbers of universities and colleges

As the census date is on Sunday individuals will have historically been allocated for population purposes
to their family home address as that is where they will have been recorded as living on Census night. This
has tended to result in an undercount in London’s weekday population and as a result boroughs receive no
funding through the grant system for these individuals—their family home authority being awarded 100%
of the per capita allocation for them via the formula grant system. As this has information has not been
investigated previously we do not know how large an issue this is in Hillingdon.

Short-term migrants are a major oversight of the current population data.

New individual questions relating to:

— National Identity.

— Main language spoken.

— English language proficiency.

All put added strain on Local Authorities and their partner finances through the provision of translation
services, Support Groups and Police.

6) Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to engaging participation by
minority communities

Response rates in the 2009 Census Rehearsal in Newham do not inspire confidence and would suggest
that some serious analysis of the problems encountered is necessary. It is vital to determine why the response
rate was so low and to have a clear strategy to deal with this.

Issues of migration status, intention to stay and transient population are still important in many parts of
London particularly for a borough such as Hillingdon with Heathrow airport and the number of
unaccompanied asylum seekers and are likely to have an impact on the census counts. The census is unlikely
to be able to deal satisfactorily with this and there will need to be adjustments made for migrants. We need
clarity and some reassurance as to how this will be done before the census results are published.

7) The planned use of census and other population data in population projections for London

The Greater London Authority produces annual demographic projections for up to 30 years ahead, as
follows:

Borough level

Population by age/gender and ethnic group.

Households by type and by age/gender/marital status of the household representative.

Economically active residents by age/gender.
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Ward level

Population by age/gender.

Households (totals only).

Economically active residents by age/gender (short-term only).

These projections are widely used for service planning and monitoring by the Greater London Authority,
Transport for London, London Development Agency, Metropolitan Police, London Fire and Emergency
Planning Authority, the London boroughs (particularly in their roles as education authorities), the health
services in London, utilities, etc.

Population projections require many data inputs and the decennial Census refreshes much of the
information. In autumn 2012 the base population of GLA projections will be the ONS mid-year estimates
for 2011. While this is not a direct Census output it will be strongly linked to the Census results. However,
by autumn 2012 the base population will be the only projection input linked to the 2011 Census as most of
the more detailed outputs will not be available before 2013.

A further aspect of the Census that is critical to projections relates not directly to population but to
households and the housing stock. The Census will provide information on the population living in
communal establishments and how the housing stock is being utilised in terms of single household
occupation, shared household occupation, and vacancy. With more properties being converted illegally the
Census return rates importance is as high as ever. More details will also be available on properties used as
second residences and therefore not containing “residents” as defined in the ONS mid-year population
estimates. These details mean that GLA projections, which, in contrast to ONS projections, are determined
by the future availability of housing opportunities, will contain updated relationships between population
and homes. The information on additional homes, either made available since the 2011 Census or planned,
comes from the London Development Database and borough housing trajectories and capacity studies. The
new detailed question on individual second residences will also enable an assessment of the potential impact
on services created by people who are defined to be usually resident elsewhere.

8) Funding allocations for service provision made to central Government bodies, the Greater London Authority
and London boroughs.

Around £29 billion will be allocated in 2010–11 in England via formula grant and police grant. Of this
£6.5 billion is awarded to London—£4.3 billion to the 33 London boroughs and £2.2 billion to the GLA for
fire and police services. The primary driver of these funding allocations are the 2010 population
projections—although a number of the underlying funding formulae use 2001 census data eg population
density, ethnicity and household data used in the adult and children’s social care formulae net numbers of
in commuters to an area and country of birth data used as an ethnicity proxy for environmental protective
and cultural services.

Census and population data is also used in the allocation of Dedicated Schools Grant (£5.3 billion
receivable by London authorities in 2010–11) and Other Specific and Area Based Grants (around
£2.5 billion)—often as a denominator eg expressing benefits data as a proportion of the population.

Population data is also used in the allocation of funding to primary care trusts—which equates to
approximately £84 billion in England in 2010–11.

9) Other areas of interest

All the money spent on improving the address list and reconciling the various existing lists is welcomed
for the census as a one-oV exercise but it could be put to better use if it left a lasting legacy in terms of allowing
knowledge gained to be used by all parties and not wasted. It is a great missed opportunity that the he time
and eVort invested in creating a complete address list by LA’s, ONS and energy companies cannot be utilised
more from the March 2011 census

14 January 2010

Memorandum from ESRC Census Programme (LPC 18)

Summary

— London presents instances of extreme enumeration challenges but it is very important that
2011 census data are produced on a nationally comparable and consistent basis, particularly for
research use.

— Although a flexible enumeration strategy based on extensive mail-out of census forms is planned
for 2011, London is still likely to see a significant proportion of conventional enumeration. The
identification of hard-to-count areas and the checking of address lists needs to be addressed with
local government in London systematically and in advance of the census, and results of the
2009 rehearsal widely shared.
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— New questions on second residences and length of stay in the UK will help to better identify short-
term populations but will still not completely count the total persons present in London. This
cannot be fully addressed within the census framework and the application of census counts must
take appropriate account of the definitional diVerences between the census and specific policy and
research uses.

— It will be particularly important for London that a very flexible range of census output statistics
are produced, which allow detailed and appropriate tabulations for London which may not be
appropriate elsewhere.

Detail

1. ESRC Census Programme is an £8.4 million investment by the Economic and Social Research Council
which provides the UK academic community with census data access and expert user support as well as
engaging in census-related research and development projects. We welcome the London Regional
Committee’s acknowledgement of the importance of population counts, and particularly the 2011 census.
Given the programme’s focus on the census, these comments are primarily restricted to the census rather
than the broader population statistics issues raised in the call.

2. ESRC Census Programme supports academic research and teaching across the social sciences in the
UK. Current census data usage is inhibited in various ways by diVerences between countries in data outputs
and methodology used in 2001. We have welcomed the eVorts made by the UK statistical organisations to
move towards greater consistency of approach in 2011 and comments regarding London’s census should be
seen in this context. The unique demographic and social conditions of London’s population mean that it
presents extreme forms of many of the widespread challenges to census enumeration, but it is equally
important that the methodology and results of the census are nationally consistent. The research community
shares with other user groups a requirement of high data quality but has perhaps greater requirements for
consistency between places than would be felt (for example) by individual local authorities or health
authorities whose remit is geographically restricted.

3. The census is an enormously important exercise in re-basing oYcial population estimates and in
providing detailed socioeconomic data for small areas, much of which is not currently available from any
other source. There are two areas of challenge with the use of census data for policy purposes: the first is
that the census counts themselves must be as accurate as possible and the second is that subsequent uses
must take appropriate account of the census definitions. London presents examples some of the most
diYcult enumeration challenges, but also instances in which the definitional diVerences between the census
and the everyday requirements of various agencies for population counts are at their greatest.

4. Evidence from 2001 indicates that some areas are harder to enumerate than others, for a wide variety
of reasons. Enumeration is more diYcult, for example, in areas in which: it is diYcult to recruit and retain
enumerators; access to residential properties is impaired by entry phones, external doors, gates and other
barriers; the identification of residential property is diYcult for example due to mixed residential and
commercial use; multiple households occupy the same address; residents are infrequently at home or do not
regard the property as their main residence; residents do not consider that the census applies to them or
where language diYculties prevent them from understanding the census form. In general it is understood
that in 2001 this led to poorer enumeration in inner metropolitan areas. London presents the greatest
enumeration challenges due to many of these factors, both through the concentration of these circumstances
and the absolute numbers of population to which they apply.

5. For 2011, ONS have adopted a rather diVerent enumeration strategy which relies on mail-out of census
forms to most areas and prior identification of diYcult areas where hand-delivery is planned. It may
therefore be expected that London will require a large proportion of hand enumeration and thus the
recruitment and retention of a conventional enumerators will be especially important in London. It therefore
going to be essential that there are very robust plans for the prior identification of hard-to-count areas and
that appropriate enumeration strategies are adopted in these areas, for example: address checking, foreign
language support, culturally appropriate publicity and community engagement. It is to be recommended
that there is maximum engagement between ONS and the London authorities to ensure that all aspects of
these plans are set to the highest possible standard. We would also urge ONS to share as widely and as soon
as possible the findings of the 2009 census rehearsal, particularly with regard to variations in coverage rates.

6. One new aspect of the 2011 census methodology is mail-out of census forms. Even though there will
be the opportunity for online enumeration, this will still be tied to unique form IDs which therefore require
that every household is reached with a census form. This is heavily reliant on production of an extremely
high quality address list. Again, it is essential that ONS work very closely with local government in London
in advance of enumeration to agree as far as possible that the address listing is correct—both to improve the
quality of enumeration and to reduce the risk of subsequent dispute, over avoidable errors in addressing.
ONS needs to demonstrate the quality and reliability of its address register to census stakeholders. More
generally, there is an urgent need for a definitive national address register which would begin to resolve
addressing inconsistency in the UK and would make much of the current ONS work unnecessary. As this
seems highly unlikely to be achievable in advance of the census, the census address list should be used as the
basis for such an initiative at the point when it is most up to date rather than incurring the same costs many
times again in the future. Such an address register could also underpin many other research and policy uses.
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7. Both address listing (point six) and inadequacy of the enumeration operation (point five) contributed
to the widely publicised failure of the census in Westminster in 2001 to a level which could not be addressed
by the in-built One Number Census statistical adjustment system. Use of statistical imputation and
correction is essential, but the 2001 experience has shown that it cannot adequately correct for major failings
in the basic enumeration. Even among the academic community, where levels of user awareness are generally
high, the 2001 failures in Westminster, Manchester and other local authorities have impaired research
outputs and caused considerable user confusion.

8. The enumeration of students is likely to present particular diYculties in 2011 as the census date will
fall in term time for some institutions and holiday time for others. This diYculty was not a feature of the
2001 census and it will be especially important for ONS to work in advance with education providers to
ensure that students are enumerated eVectively at the appropriate address.

9. To return to definitional issues, the proposed 2011 census questionnaire contains new questions on
second residences, citizenship and intention to remain in the UK. This focus on identification of place of
residence is to be welcomed in that it should help to address some of the most contentious diYculties
regarding individuals with second residences in London and those persons who are short-term visitors. The
census will also ask about all visitors but it is highly unlikely that all these questions will fully capture all
categories of short-term visitors and migrants to the UK, many of whom will be concentrated in London.
These people may never complete any part of a census form, either because they are in the country illegally
and choose not to make themselves known to any government data collection, or they simply judge that the
census does not apply to them. It is therefore very important that ONS not only employ all channels to
maximise the coverage of these categories of people but that it is clearly recognised by all users of the census
data that there will be people in London (especially) who will not be captured. In part this is because of
fundamental definitional diVerences between the population counted by the census using a residential
definition and the larger population “on the street”, who nevertheless all occupy accommodation and use
services. This understanding needs to be reflected in subsequent uses of census data whether for academic
research or to inform resource allocation, service planning and other policy-related purposes to a greater
degree than is presently the case. More eVort needs to be directed to the use of administrative sources
including the new e-Borders system to find ways of augmenting the census as a means of counting these
populations.

10. ESRC Census Programme has worked closely with ONS over the last two to three years towards the
development of flexible output systems for 2011 census data and welcomes the progress that is being made
in this area. There is likely to be considerable pressure on ONS budgets when final decisions are taken about
output products and systems, but it will be especially important in London that wide a variety of output
statistics is available which reflects the diVerent population bases, including as much information as possible
on short-term migrants and visitors, minority ethnic and cultural groups, etc. As long as nationally
consistent data are available for key variables, every opportunity should be taken to provide additional
outputs which fully capture London’s unique population characteristics, both in terms of diVerent
population bases and more detailed tabulations where population sizes permit.

15 January 2010

Memorandum from London Councils (LPC 19)

Summary of key points:

— London had low response rates to the 2001 Census and subsequent census rehearsals have seen
poor performance in hard to count areas.

— Improved response rates will require improvements to ONS’ property address lists—allowing
Local Authorities access to these lists would help assess their accuracy.

— ONS’ standardised methodology and enumerator recruitment process may result in missed
opportunities for utilising local skills and knowledge.

— It is essential that London authorities are properly resourced in order to help increase response
rates to the 2011 Census, particularly in the hardest to count areas.

— The 2011 Census is a once-in-a-decade opportunity to improve the quality of oYcial population
data, as well as to develop other statistics essential for the fair and eYcient allocation of funding.

— The 2011 Census alone will not be suYcient to improve population data—ONS should be
encouraged to continue its wider programme to improve population statistics.

— Census and ONS population data are perhaps the two single most important data sources for
London authorities. They play crucial roles in both (1) service planning and delivery and (2) the
allocation of funding.

— Funding is particularly sensitive to population estimates: for example an undercount of
10,000 people could cost an average London borough £60 million over a 10 year period.
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— The census is a key source of indicators used to identify local authorities’ funding needs.
Worryingly, it is precisely the highest-need groups that had the lowest response rates to the
2001 Census.

— Getting these figures right will ensure that funding and services are allocated where they are needed
most, increasing eYciency and reducing inequalities across England.

— Where census response rates remain low there will be increased reliance on the ONS’ imputation
process. Given that this process has a profound financial impact on London boroughs ONS should
consult with local authorities on its proposed methodology.

Overview

1. London Councils welcomes this inquiry into an important subject for London’s local authorities.
London Councils has been working for many years to improve the accuracy of ONS data, and its application
in Government funding.

2. This submission sets out London Councils’ response to the questions raised as part of the London
Regional Committee’s inquiry into London’s population and the 2011 Census. While addressing all the
questions set out in the terms of reference, the response focuses on the use of census and other population
data in (a) population projections for London, (b) planning for the provision of services by London
authorities and (c) the allocation of funding to London boroughs, the City of London and the Greater
London Authority (GLA).

Questions 1 and 2: The lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census and Preparations for the 2011 census.

3. London Councils believes that property address lists must be improved to ensure adequate census
coverage in London. We understand that the GLA also supports this view. Furthermore we would emphasise
the lessons learned from the census rehearsals recently carried out by a number of test authorities,
particularly given the evidence of poor performance in hard to count (HTC) areas. Feedback from
2011 Census test authorities has highlighted concerns that include:

— The standard Census methodology favoured by ONS, which does not perform adequately in HTC
areas. This standardised approach could particularly disadvantage minority groups who are most
likely to be missed (see the response to question three below).

— The standardised recruitment process for enumerators, which may be missing opportunities to
harness local skills and knowledge. For example, representative staV with the appropriate language
skills could foster the trust and familiarity in multicultural HTC areas necessary for successful
follow up activities.

— A lack of clarity over the factors identified by ONS as ensuring successful questionnaire
completion. This information will be necessary to help local authorities mobilise their resources
most eYciently.

— Lack of access by local authorities to the address lists to be used to in the post out of forms in 2011,
so as to ensure their accuracy.

4. London Councils believes that involving London authorities more directly will increase the likelihood
of achieving higher response rates than those seen in 2001. However with local authorities coming under
increasing financial pressure the central government must provide suYcient resources to enable local
authorities to fully engage in the preparation and delivery of the 2011 Census.

5. London Councils supports the other comments made in the GLA’s submission with respect to
questions one and two.

Question 3: Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to participation by
minority communities

6. While not commenting directly on the attitudes of minority communities in London we would
highlight the significant variation in response rates by ethnicity in the 2001 Census (see Table 1 below). In
both Inner and Outer London non-response rates were particularly high among Indian, Pakistani, Black
Caribbean, Chinese and Black African ethnic groups. This has had and will continue to have significant
equality and funding implications for London authorities, given the use of census data in service delivery
and grants (see questions 4(b) and 4(c) below).

Question 4(a): The use of census and other population data in population projections for London

7. The decennial census serves as the baseline for ONS’ population projections and the annual estimates
on which they are based. These are key determinants of local authority funding. The 2011 Census is a once-
in-a-decade opportunity to provide the strongest possible foundation on which future population estimates/
projections (and therefore funding allocations) will be based.
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Table 1

RESPONSE RATE BY ETHNICITY TO THE 2001 CENSUS, LONDON

Inner London Outer London

All 78% 90%
White: British 80% 92%
White: Irish 81% 90%
White: Other White 81% 90%
Mixed: White and Black Caribbean 86% 92%
Mixed: White and Black African 84% 90%
Mixed: White and Asian 84% 93%
Mixed: Other Mixed 84% 91%
Asian: Indian 75% 82%
Asian: Pakistani 74% 78%
Asian: Bangladeshi 69% 76%
Asian: Other Asian 84% 91%
Black: Black Caribbean 70% 77%
Black: Black African 65% 73%
Black: Other Black 81% 86%
Other: Chinese 68% 81%
Other: Other ethnic group 79% 86%

Source: ONS website, based on imputation rates by ethnicity.

8. Output from the 2011 Census also provides an opportunity to address some of the shortcomings of
the population data currently used to allocate funding to local authorities. London Councils particularly
welcomes the inclusion of new questions in the 2011 Census which may help improve estimates of short-
term migrants and the number of people with a second residence in London:

— Short-term migration. At present migrants planning to be resident in the UK for less than a year
are not included in oYcial population estimates, despite using local services and imposing real costs
on local authorities. Developmental statistics released by ONS confirm that short-term migrants
are concentrated in London. However these statistics are not yet robust enough to be used by CLG
to allocate funding. The inclusion of a new question in the 2011 Census—the month and year of
arrival in the UK and intended length of stay—should assist ONS in producing more robust
outputs relating to short-term migration. Given the important implications of this data for
funding, London Councils is pleased to see improvements in 2011.

— People with second homes in London but counted as elsewhere for population purposes. Similar
to short-term migrants, this group places demands on authority services but are not recognised in
the data used to allocate funding. The 2011 Census will introduce a question on second addresses
at which people stay for more than 30 days a year, improving estimates of the usually resident
population and enabling an assessment of the impact on services this creates.

9. London Councils looks forward to engaging with ONS and CLG on outputs that can be derived from
the 2011 Census. However we emphasise that improving census data is only part of a wider process necessary
for improving the current methodology which underestimates London’s population.52 The regional
allocation of international migrants, for example, could make better use of administrative data sources (for
example new GP registrations and National Insurance numbers) which oVer better coverage than the oYcial
data sources currently used. An independent review recently released by Southampton University, for
example, found international immigration to London 13% higher than ONS’ oYcial figures by taking these
administrative data sources into account.53

Question 4(b): The use of census and population data in planning for the provision of services

10. Reliable population data are essential for demand forecasting and service planning by local
authorities. London boroughs in particular depend on accurate projections for the planning and provision
of services, particularly in their role as providers of personal social services and education. Timely and
accurate demographic data is essential for ensuring that local authorities’ services are delivered to those who
need them most.

52 For an overview of these issues see London Councils’ submission to CLG’s Settlement Working Group on population
measures and grant distribution: www.local.communities.gov.uk/finance/0809/swg/SWG-07-34.pdf

53 Bijak, J. Independent Review of Methods for Distributing International Immigration Estimates to Regions. University of
Southampton, January 2010.
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Personal Social Services

11. London local authorities rely heavily on population data for forward planning in children’s and
adults’ social services. Robust data is essential for enabling authorities to forecast demand, plan capacity,
and develop commissioning plans. Local Authorities and Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) have a statutory duty
to undertake a Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA), a process of identifying the current and future
health and wellbeing needs of a local population, which is used to inform the priorities and targets set by
Local Area Agreements and leads to agreed commissioning priorities.

12. Census data and population projections are central to the demand forecasting process. For example,
ONS population projections are the key indicator used in the core data set issued by Department of Health
for compiling JSNAs. In addition, the Projecting Older People Population Information System (POPPI),
which provides forecasts of the number older people in a local authority and the prevalence of certain health
conditions, is based heavily on 2001 Census data and ONS population projections.

Education and primary school places

13. Accurate population data are essential for the planning of facilities for children. Local authorities are
responsible for ensuring suYcient capacity in local primary schools and rely on population projections for
forecasting demand. This leaves authorities exposed to weaknesses in the projection methodology,
illustrated by the dramatic increase in demand for primary school places seen over the past 12–24 months
in London. It is predicted that this will result in shortfall of 50,710 places in London over the next seven
years, costing an additional £880 million over the same period to accommodate all these children in
permanent classrooms.54 Councils adopting the most rigorous approach to school planning could not have
predicted this rise in demand, highlighting the importance of robust and reliable projections.

Question 4(c): The use of census and population data in funding allocations

14. Population and Census data are key determinants of funding allocations for local authorities.
Reliance on this data has it its roots in the highly centralised public finance system in England.55 With
virtually all taxation paid to the Exchequer, local authorities rely on central government for around 65% of
their income, with only 15% raised directly through council tax (which is itself subject to capping).56 This
reliance on formula-based grants mean London’s funding is highly dependent on the population data and
other indicators on which they are based.

A. Population Projections and Estimates

15. Nearly all the major funding streams for London’s local authorities, PCTs and the GLA depend on
population estimates and projections. These include:

— Primary Care Trusts. Funding for PCTs will be worth £13.9 billion to London in 2010–11. One of
the main determinants of a PCT’s grant is the population for which it is responsible and its age-
distribution. This is based primarily on ONS’ subnational population projections (SNPP).

— Formula grant, worth £6.5 billion to London in 2010–11, is intended to finance authorities’ core
functions in Personal Social Services, Police, Fire, Highways, and Environmental, Protective and
Cultural Services (EPCS). Formula grant is particularly sensitive to changes in population
estimates and projections (see for example paragraph 17 below).

— Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG), worth £5.3 billion to London in 2010–11. This is currently
allocated on a “spend plus” approach based on what schools received in 2005–6 plus subsequent
growth in pupil numbers. Authorities and DCSF rely on ONS population projections for
forecasting pupil numbers for reception year classes. Inaccurate projections can have serious
ramifications for local authority funding, illustrated by the recent shortfall in pupils places in
London described above.

— Specific and Area Based Grants (excluding DSG) are worth over £2.1 billion to London in
2010–11. This is a group of over 80 grants which are allocated based on a range of criteria, including
caseloads and deprivation indicators. Population estimates are often a key determinant of grant
allocation, either as a numerator (for example, where the grant is allocated on a per capita basis)
or a denominator (for example, where caseloads are expressed as a proportion of an authority’s
population).

54 London Councils analysis, November 2009.
55 See for example Gordon, I., Travers T., and Whitehead, C. (2007). The impact of churn and migration on population estimates

for Central London. London School of Economics.
56 The remaining 20% is income from rents, sales, external trading, capital receipts and “other” income.



Processed: 25-03-2010 00:02:51 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG5

London Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 109

16. Formula grant is highly sensitive to changes in population data. The announcement of three-year
settlements (currently 2008–09 to 2010–11) provided stability and certainty over local authority funding, but
meant an increased reliance on projected population figures. These projections, based on ONS’ subnational
population projections, enter the model in two ways:

— The “Central” block of the funding model (£13.2 billion), which is distributed as a fixed amount
per capita based on ONS’ population projections.

— The “Needs” block (£17.9 billion), which is distributed according to the Relative Needs Formula
(RNF). RNF is calculated using projections of an authority’s entire population and age-based
components of that population (for example, people aged 0–17 and 13–19 for Children’s Personal
Social Services).

17. Changes to the population methodology can have major impacts on formula grant. Changes in
2007 to the way ONS estimated the regional distribution of immigrants, for example, resulted in projections
of London’s population that were 100,000 lower than previous projections. London Councils estimates that
this resulted in a loss of around £130 million in undamped formula grant between 2008–09 and 2010–11.
Additional analysis suggests that changes to population estimates can translate to a funding impact on
London of around £600 per person.57 The eVect of damping meant the actual impact on funding was
limited, however this has left London authorities increasingly reliant on floor protection in future
settlements and vulnerable to future reductions in damping.58

B. Census data

18. The decennial census serves as the baseline for ONS’ rolled-forward population estimates and
projections. But it is also a direct source of demographic and socioeconomic indicators used to identify local
authorities’ relative funding needs. Accuracy of these indicators is essential for ensuring that authorities
receive the funding necessary to meet needs of their most vulnerable residents, and for reducing health and
social inequalities throughout England.

19. After ONS’ population figures, the 2001 Census is single largest source of indicators used to calculate
relative needs. To illustrate, Table 2 below lists the indicators derived from the 2001 Census that are used to
calculate Children’s and Adults’ Personal Social Services RNF. These indicators were chosen by CLG as
the best variables for explaining variation in local authorities’ social service costs.

Table 2

POPULATION AND CENSUS INDICTORS USED TO CALCULATE RNF FOR CHILDREN
AND OLDER PEOPLE (2008–09 to 2010–11)

Data source Indicators used

Children’s RNF Adults’ RNF

Population — People aged 13–19 — People aged 65!

projections — People aged 0–17 — People aged 18–64
(ONS)

— Children without good health — Household population (2001)
— Children in black ethnic groups — Resident population (2001)
— Females aged 16 to 74 looking after — Older people in rented

home and/or family accommodation
2001 Census — People in other ethnic groups — Older people living in one person
Indicators — People in mixed ethnic groups households

— People aged 16 to 74 whose highest — Sparsity adjustment for people aged
qualification attained was level 1 or 2 65!

— People aged 16 to 74 whose highest — People aged 18 to 64 who are long
qualification attained was level 4 or 5 term unemployed or have never

worked
— People aged 18 to 64 who work in

routine or semi routine occupations
— Resident population (2001)
— Households with no family

57 This figure, expressed in undamped grant, is based on London Councils modelling of two changes to the ONS population
methodology (2007 and 2010).

58 Damping is a mechanism which smoothes changes in a local authority’s formula grant from year to year. Authorities receive
a guaranteed minimum increase in the form of a “floor”, which is currently set at 1.75% for education and social service
authorities (including London boroughs and the City of London). This damping is funded by scaling back the increases in
grant of those authorities above the floor.
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20. Worryingly, it is households with many of these characteristics that had the lowest response rates to
the 2001 Census. A study by ONS59 found that factors most associated with higher non-response rates to
the 2001 Census included households:

— renting privately;

— renting from housing associations or the council;

— where the occupants were of Black, Asian, Chinese or Mixed ethnic group;

— containing a single person;

— containing a single parent family;

— where the average age of people within in the household was 70!;

— where the average age of people within the household was between 60 and 69;

— where the average age of the people in household was under 23; and

— in an area with a higher IMD Income Score.60

In other words, non-response rates tended to be highest among households with precisely those
characteristics associated with the highest level of need and, therefore, with those characteristics used to
allocate funding.

21. London’s low response rates to the 2001 Census was due to the prevalence of these and other factors
historically associated with non-response (such as multi-occupancy dwellings, population mobility and a
higher proportion of non-English speaking population). The corollary of these low response rates is a
greater reliance on ONS’ imputation methodology, the process used to assign characteristics to people
identified as having not been counted in the census. As Table 3 shows, in the 2001 Census over one in five
people in Inner London authorities had their characteristics “assigned” in this manner rather than recorded
on a census form. With funding so closely tied to these indicators, it is essential that the imputation process
be made as robust as possible. ONS should share its proposed imputation methodology with local
authorities at the earliest opportunity to ensure that it will fairly reflect those missing households.

Table 3

IMPUTATION RATES IN THE 2001 CENSUS BY AREA

Person Imputation
Area Rate

London 15.1%
Inner London 22.4%
Outer London 10.5%
North East 4.0%
North West 5.7%
Yorkshire and The 4.6%
Humber
East Midlands 4.1%
West Midlands 4.7%
East of England 4.7%
South East 4.9%
South West 3.9%

15 January 2010

Memorandum from Westminster City Council (LPC 20)

Summary

— Westminster City Council believes that the 2011 census has not been adequately tested for hard to
count areas such as Westminster.

— The council has significant concerns over; the viability of address lists being developed for the
census; a lack of eVective engagement by ONS with councils in the creation of new methodology;
recruitment and training of enumeration staV processes that do not take into consideration local
issues and continued confusion of allocation of resources for the 2011 census.

59 Rahman, N and Goldring, S. (2006). Factors associated with household non-response in the 2001 Census. Survey
Methodological Bulletin, 59, pp 11–24. www.statistics.gov.uk/ssd/ssmb/smb59.pdf

60 The Income domain of the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), 2004. The was based on a range of indicators relating to
income, for example “Adults and children in Income Support households (2001)” and “Adults and children in Income Based
Job Seekers Allowance Households (2001)”.
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— The council would like the ONS to commit to a further detailed test of the 2011 census conducted
in Westminster.

— The council believes that the development of recent “improvements” to migration estimates has
not reflected reality on the ground in London.

— The council believes that Short Term Migration should be recognised in future funding settlements
by the CLG.

1. Background

1.1 Issues of census, population estimates and population projection accuracy have been a well-
documented core concern for Westminster City Council over the past decade, stemming from a very poor
census in 2001 (in which over 20,000 estimated residents were missed from the count), and in subsequent
ONS revisions of migration that have had extreme impacts for population estimates and projections in
the City.

1.2 Westminster is therefore pleased to have this opportunity to provide the Committee with its views on
the 2011 Census which is absolutely critical for ensuring that financial and service planning can be
undertaken eVectively for the next 10 years.

1.3 The council has serious concerns about the preparations for the 2011 census. We believe that there
has been inadequate engagement with local government in the formation of new methodology designed to
overcome the shortcomings of the 2001 census.

1.4 The council has repeatedly asked for the 2011 Census to be tested in Westminster—an area recognised
as one of the most diYcult to achieve a good census response rate—but to date Westminster have not been
a substantial part of the testing process. The ONS has published papers on testing saying “our methods
might be suYciently good enough for more typical cities”.61 Feedback from oYcers in Newham (rehearsal
authority chosen to test hard to count areas) highlighted the lack of coverage of hard to count areas.

1.5 There is an expectation that local authorities will shoulder some of the burden of preparing for the
2011 census and in large part councils have responded to this challenge well. However, this is estimated by
Westminster to put a burden on its resources of £250,000 up to March 2011 due to the intensity of the
local issues.

2. Lessons Learned from 2001 Census Exercise and Preparations for the 2011 census in London, with
particular reference to approaches to assessment issues unique to London: assessing migrants and transients,
underdeclaration on census returns, and the correlations between characteristics of underrepresentation in
Census and electoral registration returns.

2.1 These are the core issues which Westminster identified as problems with the 2001 Census in London,
and our views on the 2011 census based on the current information provided by the ONS.

2.2 Following the 2001 census the Statistics Commission made recommendations to government,
Parliament and ONS. The council believe that many of these recommendations have not been adequately
addressed.

2.3 Engagement—We believe that engagement with users of census statistics although improved since the
last census has not been eVective. Engagement with the council has been largely used to provide information
and at no point have we felt an active participant in the formation of methodology. We believe this is a lost
opportunity to use local knowledge to help shape census methodology.

2.4 Expectations—Following 2001 the statistics commission suggested that the credibility of the census
will not only be judged by the robustness of the count itself but that results are “consistent with expectations”
prior to the census in the form of Mid Year population Estimates. There have been at least three changes
to how migration is measured since the last census causing considerable fluctuation of councils’ populations.
Current revisions for Westminster for example show a change to projected population in 2010 of
20,000 fewer than 2004 estimates. This is at a time when the City’s growth has shown no discernable sign
of abating and where ONS estimates for Short Term Migration showing Westminster hosting 62,830 StMs
per year—13% of all short-term migrants in London and 5% of that in England and Wales. There has been
a failure to provide improved migration estimates before the 2011 census.

2.5 Address Register—A “good quality address register” has not been developed since the last census. As
the 2011 census relies on the post out of forms this is a major concern for Westminster. The ONS is
conducting a matching exercise of three address list sources but the council has little confidence that this will
be robust enough to provide an accurate list in extremely hard to count areas. For example, the council has
received over 6,000 anomalies from the ONS’s matching exercise but without being given access to all of the
lists used in the matching exercise it is not possible to quality assure the process.

2.6 Enumeration—StaV—In 2001 there were serious problems with the organisation, payment, training
and motivation of the field force. These issues have persisted in the 2011 census rehearsals. There is serious
concern that these issues have still not been addressed. ONS have outsourced recruitment of census ground

61 The 2007 Census Test: a major step towards the 2011 census. Population trends No. 126 Winter 2006, p 19.
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staV to Capita. The 2009 census tests highlighted that training and recruitment problems may still persist as
shown by the high drop-out rates of Census Area Managers, lack of enumerators hired with local
knowledge, the low level and type of training enumerators received, and the poor engagement with councils.

2.7 Westminster would like enumerators to be trained according to local conditions, for example in
techniques for gaining access to properties with complex entry systems—we estimate that 89% of households
in the borough will have door entry systems.

2.8 Enumeration—Community liaison—Community Liaison work from the ONS appears to be under
resourced at only 40 specialised staV for the whole of England and Wales. The extent to which ONS can
reach and eVectively engage HTC communities with this workforce is therefore open to question.

2.9 Enumeration—Publicity & Research—Westminster has concerns about the publicity for the
2011 census. Feedback from tests and rehearsals suggest that the publicity has not been robustly tested with
communication material arriving too late in the process.

2.10 We welcome the attempts by the ONS’s communications team to engage local government and the
toolkits and material being made available for localised publicity campaigns. However, ONS has been slow
to share market research findings that would help councils to prepare.

3. Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to engaging participation by
minority communities

3.1 There are many recurring examples of Westminster residents’ reluctance to engage with authority and
concomitant low response rates to oYcial surveys. Research into the reasons behind non-response shows a
complex picture, in which numerous barriers and attitudes combine in diVerent permutations across
Westminster’s hyper-diverse population.

3.2 The 2001 Census results in Westminster showed beyond any doubt that certain groups were hugely
under-represented in oYcial figures. Response rates for the 2001 Census were 74% the fourth lowest in the
country. They were similarly low for the Census Coverage Survey (CCS), the survey that followed up the
census to measure its coverage, at between 71% and 89%. The CCS in Westminster suVered a refusal rate of
8%. Along with two or three other Central London boroughs Westminster was clearly among the most
diYcult Local Authorities to enumerate.

3.3 The Place Survey, organised by the Audit Commission, is a clearly marked oYcial survey posted out
to residents biannually with prepaid envelopes and repeatedly followed up. It bears comparison to the census
and may be used as a proxy to analyse distribution of response rates amongst ethnic and minority
communities. Westminster received the second lowest response rate in the country to the Place Survey, just
below Oldham, at 23%, against an average response rate of 41%. The profile of respondents was
overwhelmingly white when compared to ONS Mid-Year Estimates for Westminster in 2007, with under-
representation for almost every other ethnic group. 20–34 year olds were also largely under-represented in
the survey,

3.4 The LGA has also criticised the Place Survey’s use of a postal methodology, as opposed to face-to-
face surveying, due to its likely under-representation of minority ethnic groups and young people—a key
concern given the post-back methodology of the 2011 Census.

3.5 These issues have been known about for a considerable amount of time, and independent research
organisations have commented on the particular diYculties of even obtaining face to face surveys in
Westminster (Imperial College) Appendix 262 and (ESRO) Appendix 3.63 The reasons for non-compliance
with the Census by some minority communities are likely to vary considerably between communities, but
in Westminster (and other areas of Central London) there are substantial issues around:

3.6 Fear of consequences of engaging with authority

Of the estimated 442 thousand illegal migrants living in London, Westminster estimates (based on
research undertaken in the City on several community groups), that its share to be around 20–25 thousand.

3.7 Mistrust of authority

Even for regular migrants, a negative experience of authority in the past and anxiety that data will be used
against them can lead to non-response. This is especially the case for migrants from countries with a history
of authoritarian suppression such as Iraq, (Westminster is home to the largest Arab population in London)
in whose experience it is best to remain “invisible”.

62 Ev 115–116
63 Ev 116–118
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3.8 Support for residents whose first language is not English

According to the 2009 PLASC (Pupil Level Annual School Census), in Westminster schools English is the
main home language for only 30% of school children.

3.9 Lack of cultural understanding

For residents from countries with no similar census structures (such as Somalia) there is often suspicion
as needs or implications of a survey and how information collected will be used. Some communities, such
as the Bangladeshi community, have widespread illiteracy, especially amongst older generations; in addition
in some households the only English speaker will be a child of school age which puts a premium on
enumerators trained in the cultures and languages of the community. Translation without outreach is
inadequate.

3.10 High population churn

Westminster experiences a high levels of residential turnover due to Westminster’s high number of
temporary accommodations (B&Bs etc.) and its role as the country’s major reception area for newcomers
(with trains from Heathrow, Gatwick, London City and arrivals at Victoria International Coach Station).
It is diYcult to engage with and motivate response from this population.

3.11 Westminster recently undertook its own research to measure attitudes towards the census by a
question placed in our quarterly reputation tracker in August 2009. The results of this survey are based on
500 interviews with residents (aged 16!) across the City of Westminster area. The findings show that,
compared to white residents, black and ethnic minority residents were 15% less likely to state that they would
take part in the census, almost twice as many BME residents said it was unlikely, and five times as many
were unsure.

3.12 Research commissioned by Westminster City Council and undertaken by ESRO64 found several
migrant communities in Westminster to be reluctant to engage with local and national government, and thus
were unknown to government agencies. This ethnography illustrates the parallel societies that exist in
Westminster, and the multi-dimensional circumstances that combine to bring about a lack of engagement
with the state.

3.13 A 2009 ESRO65 report on the Chinese community, elaborated further on this phenomena. Amongst
the new Chinese migrant community in London few speak English, formally lease or own property, many
work long hours in the unregulated sector and many are entirely, and consensually, disenfranchised from
public life in London. The research illustrates how hard it will be to engage and accurately count the Chinese,
and thus the multitude of other minority communities in London. It strongly advocates certain measures,
such as employing Chinese enumerators, to improve success in enumeration rates.

4. The planned use of census and other population data in

(a) population projections for London;

4.1 Westminster believes that a successful census should provide the platform, for future population
estimates and projections. This is important because between decennial census population revisions and
related population projections rarely have widespread acceptance across the Local Authority community.

4.2 Migration estimates methodology has been revised at least three times since the 2001 census. These
changes have had extreme outcomes for the population projections of authorities, Westminster’s changes
are shown in Appendix 1.66 The change also had an impact on the revision of the 2004-based population
projections for London which were 109.2 thousand lower in 2008, 123.8 thousand lower in 2009 and
137.9 thousand lower in 2010. The eVect of this on general grant was to move £130 million in undamped
formula grant away from local government in London over the three-year period from 2008–09 to 2010–11.
For Westminster as an example, 2008 provisional projections compared to the 2004-based projections are
20,000 lower in 2010. The eVect of this on grant would be to move £8.2 million in undamped formula grant
in a single year.

4.3 These revisions do not appear to have taken us closer to credible estimates and the outcome of this
volatility to population estimates is to undermine confidence in oYcial statistics. There is a significant risk
that a census that produces divergent results from population projections will significantly damage
credibility in the estimates.

4.4 Westminster would need to be satisfied about the robustness of the 2011 census arrangements, but in
principal we would definitely see the 2011 census as an opportunity to present a robust population from
which estimates and projections should follow. In the meantime we believe that the only pragmatic solution
to the projection figures being used in the next settlement is to use the same data set used in the current
settlement.

64 ESRO (Ethnographic Social Research Options), ‘Behind the Numbers: Migrant Living Patterns in Westminster, 2007
65 ESRO—Migration, Integration, Cohesion; New Chinese Migrants to London”, 2009
66 Ev 115
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(b) planning for provision of services delivered through the Government OYce for London and London
boroughs, and

4.5 Census and population data fundamentally underpin the evidence base for the provision of services,
monitoring of performance and need, and service planning for the future.

4.6 Census data provides a richness of context to data which uniquely enables Local Authorities to
eVectively target services—for example by small areas, individual communities, types of household etc. The
accuracy of the census is paramount is ensuring that services are directed eVectively and eYciently.

4.7 Population data and projections—Whilst there are proxy indicators which demonstrate some
indication of population magnitude or change such as electoral rolls, GP lists and National Insurance
Number Data, there is simply no substitute available to local authorities which comprehensively covers the
full population outside of the oYcial population estimates.

4.8 This is particularly important for Inner London boroughs such as Westminster because alternative
administrational records are aZicted by uncertainties that would be larger than elsewhere. For example,
Westminster has a very high proportion of residents who are not eligible to feature on the electoral roll, high
numbers of young migrants who do not register with GPs and a high proportion of schoolchildren who are
not captured by the Pupil Level Annual School Census undertaken by state schools.

4.9 The requirement of having good population intelligence in providing and planning services also
underpins Westminster’s frustration that over 60,000 short term migrants67 both use and deserve services
for which the local authority is unfunded to provide. Westminster believes that the DCLG should provide
adequate funding to local authorities to cover the services that short-term migrants need and the costs that
that is likely to accrue.

4.10 Because Westminster is home to such a large proportion of migrants, many of whom are short-term
residents, any costs associated with welcoming migrants are going to make a big impact on the Council’s
budget. The annual exchange that Westminster makes, in which 28% of its population is replaced every year,
presents the council with further unique challenges. These challenges are exacerbated by the diYculty of
measuring, and thus costing, resident “churn”, and the propensity for these costs to be absorbed into the
Council’s every-day front-line services.

4.11 Attempts have, however, been made to identify the wide-ranging costs of migration and, crucially,
migration churn to Westminster City Council:

— corporate costs, including policy and research, translation and interpretation, advice and
information, voluntary organisation grants, community support, electoral registration and library
services, are estimated to be more than £1,000,000 per year.

— adult social care costs, including supporting foreign nationals with no recourse to public funds,
rough sleepers, failed asylum seekers and voluntary sector grants are in total estimated to be more
than £2,000,000 per year.

— children’s social care costs, including children’s social care, supporting families with no recourse
to public funds and unaccompanied asylum seeker children leaving care are estimated to total over
£980,000.

4.12 It must be stressed that these estimates are conservative; they are limited by what is easy to quantify
and there are many other services provided by the council which are used by migrants. They also do not
include extra capital investment required, infrastructure costs, corporate recharges or “below the line” costs,
which would increase the estimate of costs considerably.

(c) funding allocations for service provision made to central Government bodies, the Greater London Authority
and London boroughs.

4.13 Local Authority net expenditure for 2009–10 across England and Wales is budgeted to total
£131 billion of which £103 billion, or 78%, is funded from specific or general grants. Population is a key
component in determining the level of a significant number of those grants and as such its projection, as
determined from census data, is critical to local authority finances.

4.14 Not only are certain grants directly calculated by reference to the population estimates—eg the
Environmental, Protective and Cultural Service (EPCS) element of RSG, but others not directly related are
still influenced by population numbers. For example, relative deprivation top-ups across a wide range of
grant determinations are calculated by comparing known factors (for instance the number of benefit
claimants) to the total population.

4.15 Most grant funding sources are capped at the national level and as such errors in population
estimates (upward as well as downward) have the capacity to take away resources from individual local
authorities.

67 ONS Short Term Migration Estimates 2006–07, 2009
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4.16 To emphasise the importance of the population numbers to the City of Westminster, we would point
to the EPCS element of RSG. We calculate that a 10,000 movement in population would alter our formula
funding by around £4.1 million (excluding the impact of floors and ceilings within the formula model). A
10,000 movement in population would represent a 3.7% change to the 2010–11 estimated population, but
the change in grant would produce an 8% change in Council Tax bills.

APPENDIX 1
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APPENDIX 2

Imperial College—Excerpt of Letter to Westminster Chief Executive about difficulties in getting
good response rates for the Westminster Ethnic Minority Needs Assessment

1. Suspicion and mistrust of authority: Many refugees, asylum seekers, and migrants have carried with
them, from their home countries and cultures, a general suspicion and mistrust of authority. Their experience
of authority both here and abroad has been negative, and they shy away from contact and identification for
that reason. This is not isolated. At its extreme, one Pakistani, for example, refused to be interviewed for
fear that the tape would later be edited and manipulated for negative use. The post “September 11th”
political climate has further exacerbated the suspicion and mistrust of authority, particularly amongst
members of the Muslim community.

2. Fear of Authority: Anecdotal evidence has emerged that a proportion of community members avoid
contact with the authorities for fear that their activities or status may be deemed illegal by those authorities;
with negative consequences for their life situation. In some cases this fear may be unfounded in that they
aren’t actually doing anything illegal. In other cases there may be for genuine reasons for fear: for instance
illegal residential status, creative benefit-seeking activity to survive, or unauthorised sub-letting of
accommodation. Of course this is diYcult to substantiate. No one participating in our research reported,
personally, having illegal status or being involved in illegal activity; only that they believed that these
considerations generated a fear of authority in their community.

3. Lack of cultural understanding: Low rates of uptake of benefits by BME groups have been a persistent
theme arising from our research. This is most often blamed on a lack of cultural understanding and
knowledge. Community members have often been described as not knowing what is on oVer, having no
expectation of services being oVered, or having no understanding of the service being oVered—its processes,
definitions, or priorities. This extends to a lack of understanding of questionnaire and survey exercises and
what they are for, and a suspicion as to how the information collected will be used.

4. Translations don’t necessarily work: Even where information is translated, many community members
still don’t understand the need or implications of a service or consultation. Also many people are unaware
that translation is available as the advertising for this often only appears in English. Particular communities
may not have a concept or word in their own language eg Chinese don’t understand the concept of
“Childminders”. Some communities, such as the Bangladeshis, have widespread illiteracy, especially
amongst the older generations, and so translation without outreach has little influence on uptake or
participation. There was a widespread feeling that the Bangladeshi community was underestimated in the
1991 Census, due to problems of language, understanding, fear, and absenteeism at time of Census
(holidaying in Bangladesh).
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5. Questionnaire/survey fatigue: several subjects indicated that the BME communities were frequently
being asked to fill in questionnaires, satisfaction surveys etc,; and given that they seldom saw any changes
resulting from these, they have “given up filling in questionnaires”. It seems plausible that an element of
survey fatigue may also account for a shortfall of census returns.

6. There is a high turnover of population in Westminster, partly due to its large supply of B&B, and partly
because it is a major reception area for newcomers to London. It is diYcult to sample or consult this
population.

APPENDIX 3

ESRO REPORT

Understanding the Challenges to Successful Census Enumeration in Westminster

The following report summarises the key findings from a workshop held on 13 September 2009 looking at
the issues of enumeration and address checking in Westminster. Delegates at this session all had professional
experience of attempting to contact householders on the doorstep unannounced in the Borough of
Westminster and other Central London Boroughs.

The main objective of the session was to understand the main challenges facing “door-knockers” in
Westminster and their strategies for addressing problems. A more detailed methodology is outlined in
Appendix 1.68

The findings from this session highlight that Westminster has a unique set of characteristics which will
make it particularly challenging to enumerate. Successfully enumerating the area will require specific
consideration of these characteristics—and may require specific adaptation to the recruitment, training and
even incentivisation of enumerators.

Key Findings

During the research, it was agreed that there are likely to be a vast array of problems facing enumerators
in Westminster during the 2011 Census. Some of these problems simply relate to the challenge of “door to
door” work—including dealing with rude and aggressive people, being exposed to the elements and feeling
threatened when working alone. Others relate specifically to the challenge of enumerating in a densely
populated, urban centre—eg parking, diYculty in finding people at home etc. (A list of general challenges
can be found in Appendix 2)69

Those with a large amount of experience felt that many of these problems were even more prevalent in
Westminster; and were also more likely to occur in tandem. This means that, in practice, properties in
Westminster were likely to present those knocking on doors with multiple problems at once.

The four core Westminster-specific challenges we identified were:

1. Majority of properties are in blocks of flats or are gated communities.

2. Gatekeepers.

3. Unsystematic address patterns and hidden residential property.

4. Temporary Residents.

1. Majority of properties are flats or gated communities

The door-knockers we spoke to report an unusually high proportion of buzzer or remote entry systems
across the borough, and we estimate that 89% of households in the borough will have door entry systems.70

Such door entry systems create a real challenge to the door-knocker. In the first instance gaining access
to the property is likely to be a problem, but such systems also significantly reduce the number of
“successful” contacts and thus increasing the number of repeat visits (and therefore time) necessary to
gain access.

Specific problems highlighted include:

— Lack of cues and clues that you may get from a street property, relating to the type of householder
and the status of the property (eg vacant or occupied, home owner in or out).

— Speakerphones deprive the door-knocker of all non-verbal communication—and renders them
reliant on “sales patter” (They described charm and friendliness as being their first choice tools to
gain compliance).

— The power balance in the conversation is strongly weighted in the householder’s favour: At any
point they can terminate the conversation and then refuse to engage further.

68 Ev 188
69 Ev 118–119
70 Analysis of the 2001 Census Data reveals that across the borough 89% of properties are flats, maisonettes or apartments (in

some LSOAs this rises to 99%).
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— The door-knocker has a far shorter time in which to “engage” the householder with their “oVer”:
literally a few words.

— Householders often have ready excuses to get rid of those who knock on their doors, which can be
diYcult to validate (eg they might say they are a cleaner, or that they can’t hear the phone properly).

— Many highlighted the problem that it can often be genuinely diYcult to hear the speaker on busy
Central London roads, rendering communication impossible.

2. Gatekeepers

Beyond the buzzers and phones, many of those we researched highlighted the unusual number of
“gatekeepers” present in Westminster, especially building porters and permanent security guards. For the
seasoned door-knocker who has established relationships with gatekeepers over many years, these
gatekeepers were often felt to oVer genuine assistance in completing their tasks.71 However, for those new
to the “door knocking”, gatekeepers were often obstructive and unhelpful—regularly refusing entry and
making it diYcult for the door-knocker to return to that address.

— Gatekeepers are exposed to a large number of people trying to gain access to a property and are
felt to be very protective of their territory and residents.

— Building relationships with gatekeepers takes time and persistence—often only built up over
many years.

— Once trust has been established, the gatekeepers can be a significant source of information and
help.

— Establishing new relationships with gatekeepers is diYcult—and many seasoned door-knockers
still described a “fear” of some gatekeepers (often meaning that they avoided those properties).

— Enforcement oYcers also reported that threat of sanctions or further action could sometimes make
access to the property less likely—especially when the gatekeeper had no reason to believe that the
sanction would ever be upheld.

3. Unsystematic address patterns and hidden residential properties

The delegates present at the workshop highlighted the problems they faced in simply locating properties in
Westminster. Westminster is incredibly dense and years of development and re-development have left street
numbering in “disarray”. This has been made more complicated by the mix of residential, commercial and
retail properties; all of which can leave those inexperienced in the area feeling confused in their search for
houses, let alone householders.

— Numbering of buildings is often seen as unsystematic and unintuitive (due to redevelopment, some
numbers don’t even seem to exist for example). It was felt that there were few streets with “regular”
numbering and layout.

— Many residential buildings are above or between commercial properties, and may have concealed
entrances.

— Access to residential properties can be via unmarked doors, in alleyways, on adjoining streets or
from inside a commercial property.

— Residential buildings are often indistinguishable from oYces and other commercial property.

— Residential buildings often don’t have the “look and feel” of residences—often leading to wasted
time trying to identify or check an address.

4. Temporary Residents

Another significant issue that was raised related to the perceived high number of temporary residents
present in Westminster.72 It was claimed by some door-knockers that certain areas of Westminster are
inhabited almost exclusively by temporary residents (eg around Victoria, Bayswater Road etc.). Many of
those in our sample considered temporary residents to be a “lost cause” for “door-to-door” work, because
they present such a high diYculty level in terms of making contact.

— Temporary residents often have atypical living patterns and can the times when they will be in are
diYcult to predict.

— Temporary residents are less likely to have received or paid attention to any previous
communication.

— Temporary residents often have less fear of repercussion.

71 This only applied to Electoral Roll Canvassers and delivery drivers. Those in sales or enforcement roles often found
gatekeepers to be obstructive and highly protective of their residents and territory.

72 By temporary residents we mean anyone who answers the door and claims not to be a permanent resident or have any
“responsibility” for the property (eg a tourist, a business traveller, students, new migrants, diplomats and political staV)
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— Temporary residents are often less aware of their “duties or responsibilities”—if they feel they have
any at all.

— Often the way questions and supporting literature have been expressed do not make sense when
read by a temporary resident (eg use of terms like householder) which can further disengage them
from the process.

— Some sorts of temporary residents (eg students and new migrants) can be scared of the
ramifications of appearing on formal documentation.

Conclusions and Recommendations

There are a number of key recommendations that arise from our research in Westminster.

— Utilising experienced professionals It will be advantageous to recruit as many individuals with
local knowledge and experience of door to door work in Westminster. This may require an active
approach to recruitment (eg head hunting) as many of these individuals will already be employed
full-time and not looking for vacancies. (Though for some in our sample door-knocking was a
second job)

— Appropriate skill set In order to be a successful enumerator in Westminster, enumerators will
have to be resourceful, tenacious and confident. For reasons we have outlined above, it is likely to
be a diYcult area and is probably not suitable for those who are sensitive and unused to challenge.

— Motivating pay structure The most “motivating” pay structure for door to door work was
considered to be a commission based pay structure—eg payment on successful completes. Some
felt that this pay structure incentivised focus on easier wins—however, few felt that an hourly pay
rate would be a good way to meet targets.73

— Local knowledge transfer Utilising local knowledge and relationships will be key to successfully
enumerating Westminster. An eVective strategy will need to be developed to gather and disseminate
this information at the level of local detail where it will become useful (eg at a street or property
level).

— Buzzer Interaction Training on “buzzer” interaction will be critical to the success of enumeration
in Westminster. Individuals need to be armed with tried and tested convincing strategies and
“sales patter”.

APPENDIX 1

METHODOLOGY

Fourteen delegates attended the session which was held from 6:30 pm—8:30pm in Covent Garden on
13 September.

Delegates represented a range of occupations and professions from both the public and private sector
including enforcement oYcers (Noise Abatement, RSPCA), sales (Energy), post and delivery drivers and
canvassers (Electoral Roll). All had experience of working in Westminster—many had experience of “door
knocking” in other parts of Central London and across the country.

The session was structured into four parts:

1. What are the challenges of door to door work in general?

2. Who or what post the most diYcult challenges in Westminster?

3. What are the ways they can identify diYcult properties?

4. What are the most eVective strategies for dealing with diYcult properties or householders?

The session was facilitated by Becky Rowe and Dr Robin Pharoah of ESRO.

APPENDIX 2

GENERAL CHALLENGES TO THE DOOR-KNOCKER

— Even for those with years of experience (some in our sample had been doing it for more than five
years) knocking on people’s door unannounced is felt to be stressful and diYcult

— From obvious problems like to the weather… to dealing with parking, lonely old people and
new build properties that aren’t properly signposted.

— The general consensus was that door knocking is getting harder—over recent years responses were
felt to be more unpredictable and there was an increased proportion of negative responses

73 It is also worth remembering however, that even a commission-based pay system encouraged some door-knockers to do a
“cost benefit analysis” on certain properties. ie if it became too diYcult to contact someone then it would not be worth the
relatively small commission.
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— Surprisingly, even those who are “door knocking” on the request of the home-owner (eg a
delivery driver dropping oV a parcel or shopping) regularly receive very negative reactions and
even abuse

— This is compounded by a general fear of being alone “on the streets”. Those we spoke to described
the feeling vulnerable and unsafe, especially when venturing into new territory and when they are
less people around (at night and during quiet times of day)

More specifically, problems mentioned during the session include:

Property Problems

— Wrong address/property does not exist.

— No parking or public transport link.

— Finding address in estates, new build properties or above shops (often not obvious)

— Door names and numbers aren’t logical.

— Intercoms—doesn’t work, can’t hear what people are saying, trade buttons not on for long enough.

— Problem porters who obstruct access.

Timing Problems

— It’s never a good time to call…

— Early Mornings are probably best to catch people in, but often not the best for their mood…
(grumpy people, still in bed).

— Day times (people not in).

— Evenings (don’t want to be disturbed, eating their dinner, watching TV).

— Weather.

— Religious holidays/Sabbath (and won’t fill in form).

— Low “return” on repeat visits to same property—if not in first time, there is a low chance of
catching them in on repeat visits.

— School holidays (lots of people away).

Human Problems

— Pet-owners not keeping pets under control.

— Person in a bad mood.

— People mistake you for someone else and are frightened/suspicious/hide (police/debt collector/
other oYcials).

— People never home or not home when they say they will be.

— People who “run away” when you ring the doorbell (suspected illegal immigrants or those wanted
by the police).

— People “hang up” when you buzz, and then refuse to answer it again.

— People who won’t stop talking where you end up wasting your time (eg lonely old people).

— People too scared to answer the door.

— DiVerent person there every time you call back.

— No “responsible” person present (eg Can’t identify the householder’.

— Language diYculties (can’t understand, need kids to translate).

— Deny receipt of any previous communications.

14 January 2010
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Memorandum from the London Borough of Redbridge (LPC 21)

This submission sets out the London Borough of Redbridge’s comments in response to the four core
questions raised in the call for written submissions by the London Regional Committee’s inquiry into the
Census 2011.

1. Summary of key points

— Redbridge is a London borough with a high ethnic minority population (44%) and one that
therefore attracts a high number of international migrants as a result of new migrants wishing to
be close to their own minority communities. The methodology used in estimating international
migrants does not accurately capture the population of migrants at the local authority level. The
population figures for the Borough are therefore likely to be underestimated.

— Redbridge has a low response rate compared with neighbouring boroughs and with the national
figures. We are keen to adopt measures that will increase the response rate and the ONS must ensure
that boroughs like Redbridge are supported fully.

— The ONS has encouraged local authority involvement at an early stage to develop ownership of
the process and outputs produced. We welcome this improvement, but Redbridge is constrained
by the level of resources that it has available for this purpose.

— The ONS is asked to ensure adequate numbers of field staV are deployed within Redbridge and
they should be well trained and possess local knowledge. Personal engagement within hard to reach
areas must also be continued.

— The ONS is asked to ensure census forms are translated into the main ethnic minority languages
of the Borough and forms are available for large families.

— Census 2011 data should give an indication of short term migration patterns within England and
therefore this element of population should also be used as a component within the ONS midyear
estimates and subnational population projections.

— Redbridge is keen to raise awareness of Census 2011 within the Borough and the importance of the
data derived for planning purposes and distribution of grant.

— Ensure that diYculties that were encountered in Newham in the rehearsal in 2009 are not replicated
in the Census 2011 and lessons learnt are shared with other authorities that have a similar mix
within their population.

2. Introduction

The London Borough of Redbridge welcomes the opportunity to provide a written submission to the
London Regional Committee inquiry into London’s population and the 2011 Census.

Note is taken of the aspirations of the Committee to monitor the work that is being undertaken with
regards to population by the Government and various other bodies.

We are however disappointed at the timing and duration of this exercise which has made it diYcult to
submit a full and detailed response to the Select Committee. The timing has hindered our eVorts to liaise
with organisations such as London Councils and discuss the issues that could aVect us and other London
authorities.

In addition Redbridge has only recently appointed a Census Liaison Manager, in time this will allow us
to identify the proposed way forward and our planned approach to support hard to reach groups and other
eVorts to raise the response rate for Redbridge which was 87% in 2001. This compares unfavourably with
the response rate of 94% for England and Wales. It would be beneficial if the Select Committee were to revisit
this topic in six months so any points raised by local authorities and other interested parties can be
amalgamated into the work being undertaken by the ONS.

Redbridge understands and acknowledges the accuracy of population estimates and projections and the
pivotal role they play in the distribution of formula grant as well as the planning of public services. We are
keen to support work that will help improve the accuracy of population figures and ensure adequate levels
of funding are received. Redbridge sees the Census 2011 as an important step towards enhancing
population data.

3. Lessons learnt from Census 2001

Redbridge relied entirely on the ONS’s work in conducting the Census 2001 and relied on data
consolidated by the ONS without undertaking any independent analysis. A Census Liaison Manager or
equivalent was not in place at that time and the Authority did not have an opportunity to review or enhance
the work that was carried out by the ONS, at a local level.
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4. Preparations for Census 2011

Preparation that Redbridge is undertaking

As a result of inadequacies in population figures the Authority has acknowledged that extra resources are
needed if we are to improve our response rate and the eVectiveness of the enumeration process in 2011. As
a result a Census Liaison Manager has been appointed with specific duties of identifying key areas where
improvements can be made and to liaise with the ONS to ensure that this happens.

We have identified that the following are matters where improvements need to be made:

— Communication between ONS and local authorities.

— Specifically identifying groups of people where it might be more diYcult to obtain completed forms
and planning our own publicity campaign via the Council’s newspaper Redbridge Life and the
Council’s interactive website, Redbridge i.

— Recognise that our figures may be undercounted for short term residency and some people who
live in Redbridge for part of the week will be at their usual resident rather than work address for
census purposes thereby resulting in an undercount in Redbridge.

Preparation that we expect the ONS to be making on our behalf

Redbridge has noted the improvements that the ONS has proposed to the Census 2011 as a result of
lessons that have been learnt from Census 2001 in addition to advances in technology and changes in the
demographics of the United Kingdom.

— An intensive publicity campaign should be mounted by ONS in areas with a high ethnic minority
population like Redbridge. Recent estimates show that minorities make up about 44% of the
population of Redbridge.

— There is strong evidence that international migrants are less likely to complete census forms, so this
group in particular should be targeted

— Identifying and targeting large households who may need additional census forms, or extra
assistance in completing census forms. ONS should promptly respond to such requests.

— Recruiting census area managers and enumerators from our local communities will help improve
the counts in Redbridge since they have local knowledge of the Borough and will be able to engage
in the enumeration process.

— Work hand in hand with the Authority to ensure eVectiveness of the process.

5. Engaging participation by minority communities

Redbridge has a high ethnic minority population, and it is generally accepted that the response rate for
this group tends to be lower. In order to address this issue the ONS is requested to:

— Ensure that Census 2011 forms and accompanying notes are available in appropriate language
translations.

— ONS deploy adequate resources to Redbridge to ensure harder to reach groups are given the
support they need to complete the questionnaire. At present we are not satisfied that the ONS has
devoted adequate resources to help us address the bias that arises.

— Personal engagement for groups with high international migration and short term migration.

— A publicity campaign to explain the purpose of the Census and the benefits that arise in our ethnic
minority communities.

— Employ existing communications channels used by ethnic minorities in the publicity campaign, eg
non-English language radio stations and publications

— Ensure that large families that are typically in ethnic minority groups are provided with adequate
numbers of forms to capture all residents and extra assistance as necessary.

— Residents with short term residency are another minority group within the Borough. Given our
proximity to the City there is a possibility that there are a number of people who have short term
residency within the Borough and are possibly not counted but we provide services for them.

— We are also aware that there is a lower response rate in the following groups: students, unemployed
and people on benefits. Specific eVorts should be made to target these groups.
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6. Planned use of census and other population data

Census data within Formula Grant as part of population projections

Population projections are a major component of the current Formula Grant system and drive the
distribution of £29 billion of Formula Grant throughout England. Whilst census data does not directly feed
into population projections they do inform the judgements that form the basis of subnational population
projections. Questions that relate to age/gender, fertility, mortality and migration are especially important
in enhancing the accuracy of projections.

Census data within Formula Grant as part of “top ups”

In calculating relative need within the Formula Grant system “top ups” for various factors are added to
a basic amount. These factors include, amongst many others, deprivation, ethnicity, children of income
support based claimants, secondary low achieving ethnic groups, people aged 16–74 and their qualifications
and older people in rented accommodation. Much of this information is derived from census data and the
current Formula Grant system uses data that is derived from Census 2001. It is therefore vital that these
figures are accurate as they are likely to be used within the Formula Grant for the next 10 years following
Census 2011.

The diYculty is that the factors that “top ups” are designed to enhance can only be obtained if census
forms are completed by the group within the population, where these factors are likely to be an issue.

There is a further issue arising from this that is particularly relevant for Redbridge as a borough with a
rapidly growing population. Any indications as to how the top-up factor is likely to change over time would
therefore be useful.

Census data used for planning services

Both GLA and ONS population projections are used widely within the Authority in the planning of
services such as school places, housing, planning, social care and emergency planning.

Census data to provide a picture of short term migration

The Census 2011 is possibly the most recent, accurate pattern of short term migration that we are likely
to possess in the near future and the ONS should make every eVort to ensure short term migration figures
are included within ONS population projections and mid year estimates. This will ensure the Borough is
allocated the funding that it is constantly being deprived of as a result of the non inclusion of these figures
within population data.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from the Greater London Authority (LPC 22)

This submission sets out the Greater London Authority’s comments in response to the four core questions
raised in the terms of reference of the Committee’s inquiry into London’s Population and the 2011 Census.

Summary of Key Points:

— London’s population is harder to count than ever before;

— Property address lists must be considerably improved if adequate census coverage is to be
ensured—particularly in areas of significant churn, new build, gated developments and housing of
multiple occupation;

— That posting forms out will allow more follow-up time to be allocated to harder to count areas but
there may be a considerable price to pay if the loss of personal contact with the public leads to worse
response rates in hard-to-count areas;

— One of London’s great strengths is its unique levels of diversity. This, though, can lead to problems
of language and access—and thus lower enumeration rates in the census;

— The 2011 Census must see to deliver more robust data on long and short term migration patterns
and workplace populations;

— That involving local authorities more directly in the process would pay dividends;

— There must be more emphasis on employing local people as enumerators and there needs to be
more local flexibility in deploying the field staV. The 2009 Census Rehearsal in Newham, for
example, only saw a response rate of 25%—due in part to the fact that many of the field staV were
not from the local area;

— Accurate population data is vital for service planning. Census and population projections are
widely used for service planning and monitoring by the Greater London Authority, Transport for
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London, London Development Agency, Metropolitan Police, London Fire and Emergency
Planning Authority, the London boroughs (particularly in their roles as education authorities), the
health services in London, utilities, etc;

— Accurate population data is vital to ensure government funding is allocated correctly—London
boroughs and the GLA will receive over £6.5 billion in formula and police grant and around
£2.5 billion in specific grants in 2010–11 for which population data is a key driver. Population data
is also used to inform funding allocations for primary care trusts and schools funding via the
Dedicated Schools grant.

Our response to the Committee’s specific areas of inquiry are set out below:

1. Lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census Exercise

1. In 2001 significant challenges were faced by the OYce for National Statistics in generating an accurate
population count for London. This is illustrated by the census form return rate data set out below.

2. The first table below compares the census response rates for both the 2001 and 1991 census by local
authority type (ie the proportion of the population determined by returned census forms and not by
imputation). Inner London had the lowest response rates of any English sub region in 2001—and response
rates were markedly lower than in 1991.

Census Response by Area—England & Wales

All people Male Female
1991 2001 1991 2001 1991 2001

Inner London 88% 78% 86% 77% 90% 79%
Outer London 96% 90% 95% 89% 96% 90%
Main Metropolitan areas 94% 92% 92% 91% 96% 92%
Other metropolitan areas 97% 95% 96% 95% 98% 96%
Non-metropolitan cities 95% 94% 93% 93% 96% 94%
Other non-metropolitan areas 97% 96% 97% 96% 98% 97%
CardiV, Newport & Swansea 95% 93% 94% 93% 97% 94%
Other Welsh areas 97% 94% 97% 94% 98% 95%

Total 96% 94% 95% 93% 97% 94%

Note: The 1991 rates shown are subject to slight change, but this does not aVect the conclusions to be
drawn from this analysis.

Source: ONS (http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/annexb.asp<byarea)

3. The second table displays the 2001 census response rates for each of the Government OYce Regions
(GORs). It shows census response was highest in the South West, the East Midlands and the North East,
and lowest in London.

Census Response by Government Office Region 2001

Government OYce Region All People Male Female

North East 96% 95% 97%
North West 94% 94% 95%
Yorkshire and The Humber 95% 95% 96%
East Midlands 96% 95% 97%
West Midlands 95% 95% 96%
East of England 95% 95% 96%
London 85% 84% 86%
South East 95% 94% 96%
South West 96% 96% 97%
Wales 94% 93% 94%

4. Across all local authorities, census response varied from 99% for Teesdale in County Durham to 72% for
Hackney, with the exception of one outlier, Kensington and Chelsea, where the census response was 64%. All
ten local authorities in England and Wales with the lowest response rates were in inner London.

Highest and lowest census response rates by Local Authority 2001

Rank Highest Response rates, 2001 Lowest response rates, 2001

1 Teesdale 99% Kensington and Chelsea 64%
2 Castle Morpeth 99% Hackney 72%
3 Selby 99% City Of London 74%
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Rank Highest Response rates, 2001 Lowest response rates, 2001

4 South Norfolk 99% Westminster—City of 74%
5 St. Edmundsbury 99% Tower Hamlets 76%
6 Broadland 99% Hammersmith and Fulham 76%
7 North Devon 99% Camden 77%
8 Kennet 99% Southwark 77%
9 Chester-le-Street 99% Islington 78%
10 Alnwick 99% Lambeth 79%

Source: ONS (http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/annexb.asp<byarea)

5. The GLA considers that the following issues represent the key lessons which can be learned from the
2001 Census in London:

— That the population is harder to count than ever before;

— That address lists must be considerably improved;

— That involving local authorities more directly in the process would pay dividends but resources
within local authorities will be under severe pressure;

— That posting forms out will allow more follow-up time to be allocated to harder to count areas but
there may be a considerable price to pay if the loss of personal contact with the public leads to
worse response rates in hard-to-count areas;

— That more flexibility is needed for the field force following up missing forms—contracting out
recruitment to an agency limits this flexibility as the 2009 Census Rehearsal has shown. There must
be more emphasis on employing local people because this is likely to get the best result and there
needs to be more local flexibility in deploying the field staV. StaV were recruited from places as far
away as Reading to work on the 2009 Rehearsal in Newham and this may have played a part in
the very poor response achieved (around 21% compared with 35% achieved in the 2007 Test in
Camden);

— That adjustments to the data to protect confidentiality must not destroy the usefulness of the data;

— That the Royal Mail must give higher priority to census forms than in 2001.

2. Preparations for the 2011 Census in London, with particular reference to approaches to assessment issues
unique to London: assessing migrants and transients, underdeclaration on census returns, and the correlations
between characteristics of underrepresentation in Census and electoral registration returns.

6. The GLA would like to highlight a number of important issues which will aVect the conduct and
analysis of the 2011 Census in London.

Post out of forms

Post out of forms may be one of the issues that has to be looked at again in the light of the low response
rates in the Rehearsal. Personal contact with people who are unsure about whether they should be included
in the census might be needed instead of a form arriving in the post. We would like more information about
how the areas for hand delivery are being selected.

Geography and ward level data

The Geography Consultation in 2007 asked leading questions and led many users to believe that it was
designed to justify a decision which had already been made. It did not ask users what geography they wanted
for the census, which it should have done. What we would like is for ONS to produce data for two
geographies, the administrative areas for which local government has so many statutory duties and the
statistical geography based on frozen 2001 output areas which have no meaning of their own and which are
too small to allow the publication of anything except a very limited amount of data but which are
comparable over time. There are currently no plans for boundary changes in London before the 2011 Census
results become available. Therefore comparability over time would be best served in London by comparing
data for wards in 2011 with the same areas in 2001. There is a wealth of data available for wards in 2001 for
measuring change over time and the same is expected in 2011 while there is very little data with which to
compare 2011 with 2001 frozen output areas. A very limited amount of data can be published for areas as
small as these and they are far too small to give the data needed for London. Wards are a much better size
in London to allow the production of detailed statistics on communities and with the range of cross-
tabulations that will be needed.

Census Output Areas eg in the Thames Gateway and East London

It is important that the Olympic site is taken into account when changes are made to the estimated five
per cent of 2001 output areas which are likely to be unsuitable for use in 2011. We consider that an area that
will have undergone such fundamental change between 2001 and 2011 should be redrawn from scratch to
reflect the planned housing to be included in the Olympic Legacy Strategic Planning Guidance. The same
may be said of much of the Thames Gateway, particularly in Barking and Dagenham.
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Workplace Geography in areas with high number of commuters relative to residents

The development of a workplace geography in areas of low residence and large numbers of workers such
as the City of London, parts of Westminster and some town centres is very important to London. We
welcome this development and hope to see it completed in time for the 2011 Census.

Census Response Rates—Young males born overseas

Lessons from the 2001 Census show that those persons most likely to be missed were young single adult
males born overseas. Areas of low census response are also likely to have relatively low electoral registration.
Part of this is due to the high turnover of young people, mainly in parts of inner London, some of whom
are students. The young adult males missed by the Census are also lax in re-registering with NHS general
practitioners. Many Londoners are not allowed to vote in the UK and so are not found on the electoral
register. These will be non-EU and non-Commonwealth citizens. Others who are legally able to vote may
not be aware of their rights and so are also not on the electoral register. These may include EU students and
EU citizens working in London who do not consider the UK to be their country of residence but who, never-
the-less, should be enumerated by the census if their stay is of three months or more. In 2011 a number of
innovations are aimed to get a higher response from transient groups: the Census will ask for a count of all
persons present—even if not permanently resident, it will seek to find out about persons with a second
residence, it will ask about intentions to stay of recent arrivals from overseas and it will enable the census
to be completed on-line.

Large households exceeding six persons—need for continuation forms

Larger households may also be missing members because households of more than six people will require
continuation forms. The 2001 experience showed that a shortage of these forms meant that sometimes only
the first five people in a household were included. In 2011 this will be increased to the first six and enhance
the enumeration of the youngest children.

Gated estates and developments

Gated estates are another source of potential problems and are becoming more common in parts of
London. Posting the forms out will avoid some problems but follow up of missing forms will be diYcult in
gated estates.

Second residency information

An increasing number of people in the UK have more than one residence in the UK. The reasons for this
vary, and examples of those with a second address include:

— Children of divorced or separated parents;

— People with a second residence for work (for example, people who live in one place during the week
for work, but with their families—where they will be counted for census purposes—at weekends);

— Students; and

— People with holiday homes.

The census will introduce a question on second addresses at which people stay for more than 30 days a
year. Such information will not only improve estimates of the usual resident population, but will enable ONS
to define, for the first time, outputs based on alternate population bases such as working week and/or
weekend populations.

Students and people with a second residence for work are significant issues in London given the large
numbers of universities and colleges in the capital and the concentration of jobs and employment
particularly in the City, the West End and Canary Wharf. As the nominal census date is on a Sunday
individuals will have historically been allocated for population purposes to their family home address as that
is where they will have been recorded as living on Census night. This has tended to result in an undercount in
London’s weekday population and as a result boroughs receive no funding through the grant system for
these individuals—their family home authority being awarded 100% of the per capita allocation for them
via the formula grant system.

Migration

The following migration topics have been recommended for inclusion in the 2011 Census for England
and Wales:

— Country of birth

— Citizenship

— Usual address one year ago

— Month and year of arrival to the UK

— Passports held (as a proxy for citizenship)
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— Intended length of stay in the UK (for recent arrivals)

Short-term migrants are a major oversight of the current population data.

Other Data

There are also a number of other new census questions that may be considered useful for the purposes of
allocating funding:

— Number of bedrooms;

— Type of central heating;

There will be new individual questions relating to:

— National Identity

— Main language spoken

— English language proficiency

3. Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to engaging participation by
minority communities

7. One of London’s great strengths is its unique levels of diversity. This, though, can lead to problems of
language and access. Response rates in the 2009 Census Rehearsal in Newham do not inspire confidence
and would suggest that some serious analysis of the problems encountered is necessary. It is vital to
determine why the response rate was so low and to have a clear strategy to deal with this.

8. A significant eVort was put into engaging with ethnic minority groups and it is clear that ONS need
to develop this further. This will be an important part of the work of local managers.

9. Issues of migration status, intention to stay and transient population are still important in many parts
of London and are likely to have an impact on the census counts. The census is unlikely to be able to deal
satisfactorily with this and there will need to be adjustments made for migrants. We need clarity and some
reassurance as to how this will be done before the census results are published.

4 (a) The planned use of census and other population data in population projections for London

10. The GLA produces annual demographic projections for up to 30 years ahead, as follows:

Borough level Population by age/gender and ethnic group
Households by type and by age/gender/marital status of the household representative
Economically active residents by age/gender

Ward level Population by age/gender
Households (totals only)
Economically active residents by age/gender (short-term only)

11. These projections are widely used for service planning and monitoring by the Greater London
Authority, Transport for London, London Development Agency, Metropolitan Police, London Fire and
Emergency Planning Authority, the London boroughs (particularly in their roles as education authorities),
the health services in London, utilities, etc.

12. Population projections require many data inputs and the decennial Census refreshes much of the
information. In Autumn 2012 the base population of GLA projections will be the ONS mid-year estimates
for 2011. While this is not a direct Census output it will be strongly linked to the Census results. However,
by Autumn 2012 the base population will be the only projection input linked to the 2011 Census as most of
the more detailed outputs will not be available before 2013.

13. Of most importance to the projections will be the age/gender structure of the population by ethnic
group and the age/gender structures of the migration flows linking each of the boroughs with other boroughs
and other parts of the UK as well as the inflows from overseas. Other Census data to be incorporated will
be economic activity by age/gender, borough level migration flows by ethnic group, ward level migration
inflows and outflows, the relationship between the ethnicities of mothers (and fathers) and their children
under age one, household representatives by age/gender.

14. The Census will not directly add information on current birth rates and death rates, but registered
births (by age of mother) and deaths (by age and gender) in the years 2010–12 will be linked to the ONS
mid-year population estimates for 2011 to create updated borough level birth rate profiles and life tables.
The Census will be a guide to fertility rates by ethnic group of mother and will be linked with data from
NHS Heath Episode Statistics to create a full assessment.

15. A further aspect of the Census that is critical to projections relates not directly to population but to
households and the housing stock. The Census will provide information on the population living in
communal establishments and how the housing stock is being utilised in terms of single household
occupation, shared household occupation and vacancy. More details will also be available on properties
used as second residences and therefore not containing “residents” as defined in the ONS mid-year
population estimates. These details mean that GLA projections, which, in contrast to ONS projections, are
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determined by the future availability of housing opportunities, will contain updated relationships between
population and homes. The information on additional homes, either made available since the 2011 Census
or planned, comes from the London Development Database and borough housing trajectories and capacity
studies. The new detailed question on individual second residences will also enable an assessment of the
potential impact on services created by people who are defined to be usually resident elsewhere.

16. For the first time the Census will seek to gain information from short-term migrants (ie persons
planning to be resident in the UK for less than a year). It is not yet clear how comprehensively this part of
the Census will work, but it should provide some basis for estimating, in parallel to the projections, a
growing part of the populations of most London boroughs that, up to now, have not been accurately
assessed.

4 (b) Planning for provision of services delivered through the Government OYce for London and London
boroughs.

17. One of the most important uses for the data for the GLA is in profiling diVerent communities in
London. The level of diversity in London is unique and getting a better understanding of the nature of
London’s population is vital in the development of the Mayoral Strategies. Census data will underpin all
of these strategies and it is vital that it is as accurate as possible and that it is widely used. The allocation of
billions of pounds could be aVected by inaccuracies in the data.

4 (c) Funding allocations for service provision made to central Government bodies, the Greater London
Authority and London boroughs.

18. Around £29 billion will be allocated in 2010–11 in England via formula grant and police grant. Of
this £6.5 billion is awarded to London—£4.3 billion to the 33 London boroughs and £2.2 billion to the GLA
for fire and police services. The primary driver of these funding allocations are the 2010 population
projections—although a number of the underlying funding formulae use 2001 census data eg population
density, ethnicity and household data used in the adult and children’s social care formulae net numbers of
in commuters to an area and country of birth data used as an ethnicity proxy for environmental protective
and cultural services.

19. Census and population data is also used in the allocation of Dedicated Schools Grant (£5.3 billion
receivable by London authorities in 2010–11) and Other Specific and Area Based Grants (around
£2.5 billion)—often as a denominator eg expressing benefits data as a proportion of the population.

20. Population data is also used in the allocation of funding to primary care trusts—which equates to
approximately £84 billion in England in 2010–11.

Other Areas of Interest

21. All the money spent on improving the address list and reconciling the various existing lists is
welcomed for the census as a one-oV exercise but it could be put to better use if it left a lasting legacy in
terms of allowing knowledge gained to be used by all parties and not wasted.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from The Electoral Commission (LPC 23)

1. Introduction

The Electoral Commission is an independent body set up by the UK Parliament. Our aim is integrity and
public confidence in the democratic process. Our objectives are:

— Integrity and transparency of party and election finance.

— Complete and accurate electoral registers supported by a well-run electoral registration process.

— Well run elections and referendums which produce results that are accepted.

— Fair boundary arrangements for elections in England.

We welcome the Committee’s inquiry into London’s population and the 2011 census and have highlighted
in our evidence information the Commission has gathered about registration levels in London and the
activity the Commission is undertaking to improve registration levels.

There is a correlation between those groups who are most likely to be missing from the Electoral Register
and those who may not be included in the Census. The Commission will be looking to use Census data to
monitor the introduction of individual electoral registration across Great Britain. To ensure that the impact
of such a change on London’s registers can be fully assessed, we will be looking for the data to include those
who may be more likely to be missing from the registers
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2. Registration in London in the Last 10 Years

The Commission defines under-registration as the proportion of the eligible population who are not on
the electoral register.

2.1 London electoral registers—last 10 years

During the last decade, the London register has grown continually, in absolute terms, apart from a dip
in 2003.

Year Number on registers

2001 5,216,352
2002 5,219,292
2003 5,163,098
2004 5,237,019
2005 5,302,465
2006 5,394,405
2007 5,483,584
2008 5,537,622

Source: ONS Electoral Registration Statistics

The Commission’s 2005 report Understanding electoral registration estimated that in 2000 13% of eligible
people in London were not registered. This rose to 18% in Inner London and fell to 11% in Outer London.
These figures compared to a range of 8–9% for England and Wales as a whole.

A report published by the Commission in 2007 set out the findings of a pilot study into London’s electoral
registers.74 The principal approach for research contained within this report showed registration among
those eligible to vote to be approximately 80%.75

2.2 London electoral registers—current issues

However, recent analysis by the Commission (to be published in a report in early 2010) looks at canvass
response rates as one indicator of registration rates. On this basis, London appears to have stabilised, and
may even have improved slightly, since the late 1990s. This is in contrast to other metropolitan districts and
is highlighted in the table below:

Average canvass response rates %

Year London Boroughs Metropolitan Districts

1996 87 93
2004 89 84
2008 91 90

The Commission’s 2010 report will also set out the findings of its most recent research into the accuracy
and completeness of the electoral registers. This will include one case study looking at the Lambeth register
as well as a broader analysis of the state of electoral registers across Great Britain using a range of data
sources.

3. Spend on Electoral Registration in London 2007–08 and 2008–09

Since 2007, the Commission has collected and analysed data on spending by Electoral Registration
OYcers across Great Britain. Although there is limited data available, our analysis suggests that EROs in
London spend more on electoral registration activities than elsewhere in England.

In the two years for which data is available, the amount spent on electoral registration activities in
London was significantly higher than across England as a whole: spending in London was £2.32 per elector
in 2007–08, just under £1 higher than across England as a whole; spending in London was £2.48 per elector
in 2008–09, just under £1 higher than across England as a whole.

EROs in London spent similar amounts per elector in 2007–08 and 2008–9 on activities during the annual
canvass (£1.36 and £1.39 respectively). Spend per elector outside the canvass period was slightly lower
(£0.96 and £1.08 respectively). Nevertheless, these figures were much higher than the comparable spend per
elector for all other authority types in England in both years.

74 GfK NOP, Completeness and accuracy of the electoral registers in Greater London—a pilot study (London: Electoral
Commission), 2007.

75 Depending on the research approach adopted, the percentage of those eligible to vote who were registered may have ranged
from 75% to 80%.



Processed: 25-03-2010 00:02:51 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG5

London Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 129

4. Conclusions on the Current State of Registration in London

4.1 Current Challenges facing London

The high instance of estimated under-registration in London should be seen in the context of generally
higher levels of under-registration in metropolitan areas. This is likely to be related to the greater population
density and the population profiles of these areas which include a high proportion of the ages, ethnicities
and tenure circumstances associated with non-registration.

All of the research published by the Commission indicates that rates of registration are lower amongst the
following groups (figures in brackets are estimated percentages unregistered from Understanding electoral
registration page 10):

— 16–17-year-olds (28%)

— 18–24-year-olds (16%)

— Black African (37%)

— At diVerent address six months prior to qualifying date (33%)

— Students (22%)

— Renting from private landlord or letting agency (27%)

In London there are larger than average populations in several of these categories. For example, London
is estimated to have 14% of people living in private rented accommodation (compared to 9% in England),
5% of the London population is Black African (compared to 1% in England) and 83% of Londoners were
living in their current residence 12 months ago (86% in England).76

4.2 Missing from the register and from the Census

Evidence shows that those groups who are more likely to be missing from the register are also more likely
to be missing from the Census. Analysis of non-registration among census non-responders drawn from the
2001 Census Coverage Survey (CCS) suggests that up to 55% of Census non-responders were not registered.

It is to be expected that areas that have a higher proportion of non-responders to the Census will require
greater resources.

4.3 Methodology—calculating registration rates

There are a number of diYculties in researching the completeness and accuracy of the elector registers in
Great Britain. Firstly, a reliable registration rate cannot be easily calculated using existing data as there is
no source of estimates for the eligible voting age population. Great Britain has a complex franchise, with
specific qualifications including nationality and citizenship status. Up to now, no data on nationality or
citizenship status has been collected by the Census (although this is planned for the 2011 Census). Therefore
the Census data and subsequently derived population estimates can only serve as proxies for the eligible
population. Also, the available data on the numbers on the electoral registers represents entries on the
register and may include duplication or ineligible registrations.

The Commission’s pilot research identified that the most reliable methodology—given the limitations
above and in the years between Censuses—is random, face-to-face surveying to check if those resident at a
selected address are registered. The significant disadvantage to this approach is cost. The estimated cost of
conducting a face-to-face, random probability survey across Great Britain is in the region of £1 million
depending on desired coverage.

The Commission’s current research into local authority registers is designed to provide useful information
on the local areas and the methodology but at a substantially lower cost than a full Great Britain-wide
survey.

5. Performance of Electoral Registration Officers in London

The Electoral Administration Act (2006) gave powers for the Commission to set and monitor standards of
performance for Electoral Registration OYcers (EROs). These standards were published in July 2008 after a
wide ranging consultation.77 Our first report of the performance of EROs across Great Britain, covering
the 2008 annual canvass, was published in April 2009, and we expect to publish our second report covering
the 2009 annual canvass later in Spring 2010.

The standards set out clearly the activities and levels of performance expected from EROs to ensure that
the risks of incomplete or inaccurate electoral registers are managed and minimised, and include four key
subject areas: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records; Integrity of the registration
process; Encouraging participation in the registration process; and Planning and organisation. The results of

76 Neighbourhood Statistics (2001 Census) www.neighboorhoodstatistics.gov.uk
77 http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/ data/assets/pdf file/0007/57949/Performancestandards-2008-06-25 final-

webres.pdf
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assessments of EROs’ performance against the standards allow areas of strength and relative weakness to
be identified, and for the Commission to provide targeted support to ensure performance is improved where
it is needed.

Having received performance assessments from EROs, we undertake a sample-based verification exercise
to ensure that the self-assessment forms have been completed accurately and consistently across Great
Britain. During the verification process we examine the evidence which supports an ERO’s self-assessment
and judge it against the criteria in our guidance. In 2008 we looked at evidence from 35% (143) of all EROs
across Great Britain including nine EROs in London (27%). Following the assessments submitted in
2009 we will be looking at evidence from 10% (40) of all EROs across Great Britain including three EROs
(10%) in London.

Compared with other local authority types in England, EROs for London boroughs were most likely to
meet or exceed the performance standards in 2008. Only three of the 33 EROs in London did not meet all
three of the standards relating to the Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records subject area,
and our analysis indicates that they have now met these standards in 2009.

Performance was also particularly strong in relation to all three standards in the Encouraging participation
in the registration process subject area. EROs in London were more likely than EROs elsewhere in Great
Britain to report that they met these standards, and more likely to have exceeded the standards than EROs
across Great Britain as a whole.

5.1 Activities to improve registration by Electoral Registration OYcers in London

Evidence from our analysis of the performance of Electoral Registration OYcers in London has identified
a range of proactive initiatives being undertaken to promote registration. The following list covers just some
of the good examples of these activities that we have been made aware of being carried out by EROs and
their staV in the region:

— Obtaining a list of students in years 11 and 12 attending schools in their borough and comparing
this with the electoral register. Any students whose details are not included on the register are sent
registration forms.

— Sending rolling registration forms to wardens of residential, care and nursing homes, and asking
them to hand them out to new residents.

— Sending registration forms to estate agents and letting agents and asking them to hand them out
to clients completing purchases in the borough.

— Working with the management companies of traveller sites within their borough.

— Working with schools in the delivery of the citizenship part of the curriculum.

— Working with the council’s scrutiny team around the engagement of young people and BME
groups.

— Working with victim support and local police domestic violence oYcers to talk about anonymous
registration.

— Holding discussions with Age Concern over potential joint working arrangements.

— Liaising with the accommodation oYce at universities to ensure all students living in university-
owned accommodation can register to vote.

— Working with universities and colleges to ensure property databases are complete and accurate for
properties in halls of residence.

— Making contact with hostels, such as the YMCA, within their borough.

— Proactively seeking out recent movers into the borough and ensuring that those registering for any
council services also receive rolling registration forms.

— Conducting visits to schools, universities, community groups and residential homs.

— Using dedicated canvassers for hostels and houses of multiple occupancy.

— Keeping an up-to-date record of wardens and site managers’ contact details in the borough which
can be used to assist canvassers.

— Attending the freshers’ fairs at university sites each year and holding events in students unions to
encourage registration and participation prior to elections.

— Planning for the use of social media to promote elections in May 2010.

— Groups of EROs working together on joint schemes to increase registration. For example, jointly
publicising the canvass in a publication distributed to parents of primary school children in South
London and taking out a joint advert encouraging registration in the London Student Guide.
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6. Public Awareness Work in London, Encouraging Electoral Registration

The Electoral Commission’s public awareness campaigns aim to increase the proportion of eligible people
registered to vote, and to ensure that those who wish to vote understand how to do so successfully. Many
of the groups we are trying to reach are also likely to be those that are diYcult to pick up in the census.

6.1 London elections 2008

The Commission ran a joint campaign with London Elects in advance of the Greater London Authority
elections in May 2008.

The campaign consisted of TV, press, outdoor, radio and online advertising, alongside work with local
authorities, community groups and “street teams” visiting targeted areas. The campaign strapline was “your
choice—make sure nothing stops you voting”—emphasising that people need to be on the electoral register
to have a chance to vote. We also provided information on the role of the Mayor and Assembly, and how
to fill in the ballot papers.

The level of response to the campaign exceeded expectation. Key results were:

— There were more than 400,000 visits to the campaign website.

— More than 33,000 people called the helpline.

— More than 100,000 electoral registration forms were accessed, either through downloading from
the campaign website or ordering through the telephone helpline.

6.2 Current and planned work in London

Although our campaigns for the coming year are still being finalised, the high concentration of “under-
registered groups” in London means that we will carry out a significant amount of public awareness work
in the capital. For example:

— Our homemover direct mail campaign uses information from Royal Mail, utility companies and
other sources to mail personalised registration forms to recent homemovers. Approximately
500,000 packs to be sent out in February 2010 and we would estimate that around 33% will be
mailed to London addresses.

— We will run a major campaign ahead of the 2010 UK Parliamentary General Election which will
include television, radio, online and press advertising. As media selection will be weighted towards
under-registered audiences, including young people and particular ethnic minority communities,
the campaign will have a major impact in London due to high populations of these target groups.

14 January 2010

Memorandum from London Borough of Havering (LPC 24)

The London Borough of Havering regards the 2011 Census as of crucial importance to the medium and
long term development planning of the borough.

In formulating an eVective strategy guaranteeing a constructive role in the Census’ implementation, the
Council has incorporated:

1. Lessons learnt arising from the 2001 Census;

2. Awareness and understanding of assessment issues unique to London;

3. Populace attitudes to census participations especially among hard to reach and minority
communities; and

4. Knowledge of the use that will be made of census and other population data.

This Submission contains a substantive elaboration of each point in respect of Havering.

It is indicative of the Council’s determination to make the conduct of the census in the borough a complete
success in implementation and result outcomes.

Havering lies on the North East of London, with the River Thames forming its southern boundary.
Covering 11,227 hectares, with more than 50% being within the Green Belt, the borough has good access to
strategic transport routes such as the M25, A12, A13 and A127, and routes to the South East, Europe and
Essex and Kent Ports. Havering is a mainly prosperous borough with a diverse and successful economy
albeit with local pockets of social deprivation. In 2008 Havering’s population was estimated to be
229,100 and forecast to grow to 247,000 (8.1%) by 2023 (Sub National Population Projections, OYce for
National Statistics).
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1. Lessons learnt from 2001 Census

1.1 Havering’s response rate in the 2001 Census was 97% (National & Local Response Rates, Census
2001, OYce of National Statistics) revealing that there were not too many issues in its conduct in the
borough. This has been confirmed by the Local Authority Liaison team within the OYce of National
Statistics. The response rate within the borough was the highest of all the London boroughs which averaged
85% (National & Local Response Rates, Census 2001, OYce of National Statistics), and higher than the
overall England and Wales average of 94%. Notwithstanding this success in response rate, for the
2011 Census, the Council intends to improve upon 2001’s performance, through lessons learnt from the
period.

1.2 There are three main areas from which improvements for the 2011 Census have to be made owing to
identified shortcomings in 2001. These centre on:

(i) reducing diVerential non-response;

(ii) ensuring eVective control of field operations; and

(iii) ensuing human resource capacity.

DiVerential Non-Response

1.3 The 2001 Census in England and Wales and particularly in London saw instances of diVerential non-
response. Whereas owing to the nature of a Census this can never be completely eliminated, the fact that in
some areas response rates as reported by the OYce of National Statistics (ONS) were below 70%, raises
serious concern. Nationally 6.1% of the population were it is estimated missed by the 2001 Census with the
result that approximately three million individuals had to be inputted into counted households as a
corrective measure. This is of great significance to London as response rates were lowest for inner city areas
where characteristics known to be related to Census non-response are most prevalent among the non-
English speaking population and multi-occupancy establishments.

1.4 In 2001 Havering’s neighbourhood profile was characterised by 92.3% of the borough’s population
being of English birth (Neighbourhood Statistics, OYce of National Statistics 2001). During the period
2001–06, the population changed very little with international migration to the borough remaining very low
and averaging 0.8% for the period (DMAG Briefing 2008–10). Up to 2008 the ONS mid-year estimate of
the borough revealed net-migration and other changes being 1.2%. These figures indicate that as in 2001,
the borough is unlikely to have problems in enumerating persons in 2011. This is because characteristics of
the borough’s population which have in the past lent themselves to high enumeration remain consistent.

1.5 In order to ensure that segments of the population which present a high risk of non-enumeration are
not missed, the Council has been utilising area intelligence to identify with a view to engaging with minority
communities who also constitute a significant portion of London’s immigrant population. “Ethnic
minorities were slightly more likely than whites to be international migrants moving to London” (DMAG
Briefing 2005/30:6).

1.6 In lead up to the 2011 Census, Havering will develop a comprehensive list for the borough of key
organisations representing minority groups for engagement. The Council will also identify for the ONS
existing forums such as Local Strategic Partnerships from which community networks can be developed.
Further the Council will identify a maximum of five languages used in the borough with an indicator of
extent of use and where possible cluster of areas where these languages are spoken. This information will be
provided to the ONS with the objective being of reducing Census non-response.

1.7 Havering being an outer London borough does not present challenges normally associated with
enumeration in inner London boroughs particularly as relates to multi-occupancy households. During the
2001 Census 79.15% of homes in the borough were owner occupied (Tenure, Neighbourhood Statistics,
ONS, 2001). Additionally 81.1% of household’s spaces were whole house or bungalow (Household Spaces
& Accommodation Type, Neighbourhood Statistics, ONS, 2001).

1.8 However in acknowledgment of the challenges generally posed by multi-occupancy dwellings in
London, Havering is supporting and contributing to the ONS’ development of a comprehensive Address
Register. In compliment to the Register the location and type of all communal establishments existing in the
borough will also be provided. This includes multi-occupied households, hospitals, nursing homes,
residential and sheltered accommodation, secure accommodations, boarding and holiday premises and
hostels.

Control of Field Operations

1.9 The 2001 Census was innovative in a number of respects, most notably in allowing the public to return
their questionnaires by post. However this produced diYculties in the monitoring of questionnaire returns,
as pockets of poor enumeration via post back from areas could not be easily assessed. This innovation also
hindered consequent follow up of outstanding responses (Outsourcing the 2001 Census, ONS).
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1.10 The lesson learnt is that innovation has to be complimented by quality control monitoring
mechanisms to ensure eVective coverage. For the 2011 Census Havering therefore supports the
implementation of a questionnaire tracking system by the ONS which should have the eVect of addressing
past questionnaire collection shortcomings.

1.11 Internet data capture wherein questionnaires can be completed and returned online, is a new
innovation by the ONS for the 2011 Census. As it is new, Havering is carefully monitoring the ONS’s
approach to its implementation via provided guidance notes, periodic updates, public education etc. This
is with a view to identifying and highlighting potential shortcomings in implementation, and to guard
against poor enumeration, particularly involving those not proficient in information technology; elderly.

Human Resource Management and Capacity

1.12 In the 2001 Census, the majority of field staV engaged by the ONS through contractors were new
to work (Outsourcing the 2001 Census, ONS). For the 2011 Census, Havering is supportive of the ONS’s
development of a Recruitment Pack. The Council’s however of the firm view that conduct of the upcoming
Census will be enhanced through recruitment priority of people with prior professional experience especially
at the local authority level. This will bring greater professional skills in its conduct, and help the ONS with
local area intelligence.

2. Preparations for the 2011 Census

2.1 In light of the lessons of 2001, Havering has been reviewing assessment approaches for the
2011 Census, especially as relates to the counting of migrants and transients, under declaration on census
returns, and correlation between underrepresentation in census and electoral registration returns.

2.2 In ensuring an accurate population count within the borough, the Council has been contributing to
the ONS’ Address Register. This as a first step provides a foundation by which residents can be contacted
through address identification. It also helps in the tracking and enumerating of particular groups including
migrants and transients.

2.3 The ONS’ reliance on the Local Land and Property Gazetteer (LLPG) for the Register’s development
presents few problems for Havering. The Council as a matter of course always ensures that the LLPG is up
to date and accurate. This is evidenced by the fact that of 99,000 addresses in the borough, the Council has
only received 176 address enquiries from the ONS of which 144 up to the 10 January 2010 have already been
addressed. An update of the LLPG is also now sent to Intelligent Addressing; the company contracted by
the ONS to develop the Register, on a weekly basis for purposes of the Census.

2.4 The Council’s ongoing identification of all communal establishments in the borough, the final results
of which will be provided to the ONS will also aid in preparations for the Census. Specifically it will facilitate
the ONS’s eVective and eYcient apportioning of resources in areas where there is a higher risk of individuals
being missed in enumeration owing to the communal nature of their address household. Havering Council
is determined to do all that is possible to ensure that the portion of missing persons attributable to the
borough is at the very minimum.

2.5 Havering has reviewed the Community Profiling toolkit developed by the ONS for locating migrants
and special population groups; gypsies’ transients and rough sleepers. However the Council’s ability to rely
on this toolkit is limited owing to the fact that special procedures for the range and diversity of these groups
will only actually be developed following analysis of the 2009 Census Rehearsal only just concluded. The
Council however supports the ONS’ intention to develop a special field team and procedures to help in the
enumeration of particular population groups; hard to reach, in the 2011 Census.

2.6 To facilitate the enumeration of the transient community, the Council’s identification of communal
establishments for the Address Register includes night shelters, rough sleepers’ hostels, and charities and
agencies. Hostels range from those oVering shelter on a day to day basis, to those oVering longer term
accommodation of a week or more. Information on any travelling fair or show scheduled for the borough
during the time of the Census will also be provided to the ONS.

Under-declaration

2.7 Havering does not and has not traditionally had a large gypsy or transient population. However as
acknowledged by the ONS, this group can incorporate authorised and unauthorised sites, roving groups and
single vans constantly on the move. Where these groups are of the latter three characteristics, they present
a challenge to both Havering and the ONS in tracking and enumerating.

2.8 The Council notes with some concern that where gypsies and transients are identified and located at
an address on the day of the Census, they will be counted as a resident at the address, even if only classified
as a visiting resident. This is despite the fact that they may have been resident for only three months on
Census day, may be unauthorised, and may not be at this location for a prolonged period after the Census.
This has the potential to undermine the accuracy and reliability of data obtained regarding the boroughs
residents, and for the subsequent apportioning of resources by relevant government bodies.
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2.9 In lead up to the Census, the Council is understanding of the methodology which has had to be used
in population estimates incorporating internal and international migration with updateable databases. The
Council has also noted the ONS’ formulation of a Data Quality Assurance Strategy to minimise the risk
of data inaccuracies, as in under-declaration. The Council is however of the view that instances of under-
declaration will largely be as a result of:

(i) a lack of trust on the part of the public as regards the use to be made of personal data once
obtained; and

(ii) a lack of understanding particularly among vulnerable and disadvantaged groups regarding what
data input is required especially where English is not their first language.

2.10 In an eVort to stave oV and reduce under-declaration to the Census within the borough, the ONS’
marketing of the Census must go beyond merely making residents aware of the Census. Instead it must seek
to build trust through emphasising the confidentially of information held through disclosure safeguards,
while stressing the beneficial use to be made of data obtained such as in housing and educational planning.
This should reduce instances of under-declaration or evasion in data provision on the part of residents.

2.11 Havering fully understands the challenges of reducing under-declaration in the upcoming Census.
The Council would have for example desired if a clear question on income was to be included in the
2011 Census questionnaire. However the Council is mindful of the negative eVect on responses inclusion of
the question had in the 2007 Census Test, prompting successful recommendations that it not be included in
the 2011 Questionnaire. Havering would have greatly valued the results of an income question especially
owing to the present harsh economic conditions associated with the recession.

2.12 A clearer question on sexuality would also have been desired for inclusion in the Census
questionnaire. Collecting information on sexual identify is needed if a true descriptive measurement of the
population is to be obtained. The Council believes that the question as set out on marital or same sex
partnership in the Draft Census Questionnaire presents the risk of excluding individuals who cohabitate in
a relationship but are neither in a marriage or same sex civil partnership. The Council is however mindful
that there exists concerns on the part of the ONS and others that a question on sexuality could contribute
to under-declaration.

2.13 Overall the ONS’s utilisation of special enumerators to work with particular groups including
disadvantaged or vulnerable groups is crucial and welcomed by the Council to address under-declaration.
A concern however is that whereas the ONS informs that in special circumstances a Census team will visit
people and assist them with the Questionnaire, it is unclear if the designated Census staV will be equipped
with the appropriate sensitivity training for this purpose.

Under-representation

2.14 The ONS is heavily reliant on local administrative sources to reduce the possibility of under-
representation in the Census, with a proposed strategy of monitoring the returns for population groups
where responses have historically been low or variable. Key to this is the identification of these groups aided
by the Address Register, and the Council’s contribution of local administrative data sources.

2.15 This combative measure presents challenges, although manageable to Havering. The Council’s
electoral database is for example always kept accurate and up to date, being that it is reviewed twice per
year, and residents contacted with a view to updating their information. This has yielded an average return
of 92% of Forms As from households. In compliment to this the Council is considering writing to the
99,000 households of the borough reminding them of their obligation to participate in the 2011 Census.

2.16 The increase in language translations from 24 languages in 2001 to 60 for the upcoming Census will
aid in reducing under-representation. This is owing to the inherent enhancing of ease by which non-English
speakers and who are often international migrants can provide data in the Census.

2.17 The importance of Local Authorities such as Havering providing area intelligence through customer
insight data also cannot be under-estimated; as area intelligence and electoral data can help in pinpointing
areas wherein minority groups, who often times also constitute hard to reach groups, are located. This
should aid the ONS’s resource management in the distribution of special enumerators to areas wherein
language translation may be required.

2.18 The Council is doubtful that a correlation between Census and Electoral Registration returns can
alone be used to identify under-representation. Rather a multitude of data sources is best utilised including
for Housing, Benefits and Council Tax. However provision of this data would at all times have to be risk
assessed in light of data protection legislation.

2.19 The ONS has provided a legal view that there are suYcient provisions under existing Local
Authority and Council tax legislation to enable data sharing for the purposes of the Census which should
aid in addressing under-representation. Local Authorities including Havering are however obliged out of
caution to independently exercise legal review of this matter, although accepting that it would be in the
interests of the wider community to data share for purposes of the Census.
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3. Attitudes to Participation in the Census in London

3.1 Local Authorities are challenged to address the possibility of low participation in the 2011 Census
particularly among minority communities. Among the reasons that could contribute to low participation
are:

— lack of trust;

— lack of identifiable benefits; and

— lack of understanding or response aids (owing for example to language challenges or visual and
hearing impairments).

3.2 Having identified the main probable cause, the solution lies in communication and community
liaisons. The Council is therefore supportive of two approaches being adopted by ONS; ie

— increasing language translations for 2011; and

— targeted campaigns.

3.3 In light of data provided by the ONS revealing that 30% of the population have concerns about the
Census, there is a need also to clearly explain the Census’ benefits. The benefits of local and national
decisions regarding health and education being informed by Census data are but a few examples.

4. Planned Use of Census & other Population Data

(a)

4.1 There is little doubt that London’s population has undergone many changes since the 2001 Census.
Indicative of these changes is the influx of people from new European Union accession countries.
Improvements in health care provision facilitating greater life expectancy among the public are but a few
other realities post 2001.

4.2 The use of Census data is therefore markedly important for allowing an actual understanding of
population numbers and inherent characteristics currently so as to:

(i) Enable comparisons of current as against historical population data, and a review of actual as
against population estimates (such as mid-year), enabling adjustments of resource apportioning
and allocation where necessary.

(ii) Crucially as it provides up to date information, it is a reliable basis on which population projections
can be made and informed planning made possible for the future.

4.3 Havering has greater confidence in Census data being used for population projections for London
than in other population data owing to their limitations. The Annual Population Survey (APS) as an
example despite its large sample size is inadequate for the provision of robust estimates for particular groups,
such as migrants. It is simply not designed to cover everyone. The APS bypasses for example people living
in communal establishments and short term residents whose main address is elsewhere. The Census in
contrast has inherent strategies designed to ensure that all groups are captured in data collection.

4.4 In projections, however caution has to be exercised in some of the data used in the population’s
calculation. With reference for example to NHS data (GP Registration and recorded change of patient post
codes) that will be used to compliment the 2011 Census, there are limitations in the reliability of this data
owing to the fact that migrants especially students to a borough or ward do not always register at a GP or
health facility upon their arrival in an area, unless ill which is usually the case. Methods therefore need to
be found to correct biases caused by delayed registration so as to enhance the accuracy of projections.

4.5 Errors in London borough population estimates have the eVect of destroying confidence in ONS data
and analyses outcomes, and lend themselves to unreliable projections. Havering is concerned about the
degree of population adjustments that had to be made to reconcile population data in the 2001 Census.

(b)

4.6 The Government OYce for London (GOL) relies on a number of data sets to guide its planning
provision of services. In 2005, GOL through the London Housing Board utilised datasets to discover that
economic and demographic growth had outpaced housing supply in London. This it determined through
analysis of housing data which revealed that 63,000 households were living in temporary accommodation,
and 87,000 in social housing. The calculated population projection for London at the time suggesting there
would be an increase of 336,000 households by 2016, sobered minds within GOL as to the urgency of housing
solutions to meet demand. This culminated in the London Housing Strategy.

4.8 Based on present resource pressures on the Council’s services, Havering is of the view that demands
on London’s resources have increased significantly since 2001 and 2005. Informed solutions through
government bodies such as GOL can only be brought about through comprehensive and up to date data on
the region’s population. As this can only be provided through the 2011 Census, the Council considers it to
be imperative that GOL uses this data in service planning.



Processed: 25-03-2010 00:02:51 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002191 Unit: PAG5

Ev 136 London Regional Committee: Evidence

(c)

4.9 Accurate Census and other population data are critical to Havering as the Department for
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) uses this data in the allocation of the local authority grant
settlement which for the 2008–09 period was £54.5 million for the borough. Therefore where data such as of
migration and hence population are wrong, it is extremely costly to the Council, compounded when carried
forward into projections. Small Area Estimates are important to Havering as they are used by the DCLG
to underpin the Indices of Deprivation, and by extension support of funding priorities. Borough
development over financial years can therefore be impacted with unfair allocation of scarce resources
between areas with some areas receiving insuYcient funding and others too much.

Recommendations

1. Customer insight data be used to support area intelligence, after thorough data protection risk
review.

2. Emphasis be placed on the employment of individuals with prior Census experience at best, and
local authority experience at least.

3. ONS’s marketing of the Census emphasise the confidentiality of data collected and disclosure
safeguards.

4. Census marketing stress the benefits of macro-data use at the ward, local and national level.

5. Tailor marketing campaign to minority and hard to reach groups.

6. Sensitivity training be provided to Census staV.

7. Review reliance on NHS data for population counting.

21 January 2010

Memorandum from the London Borough of Waltham Forest (LPC 25)

Introduction

This brief paper forms the response to the request for information from the London Regional Committee
concerning population statistics and dealing with the undercount from the 2001 census.

Summary of key points:

— Waltham Forest is a borough that has deprived wards in the South that will present challenges to
the OYce for National Statistics enumerators (ONS).

— Waltham Forest calls for the ONS to deploy suYcient numbers of enumerators in the South of the
borough.

— Waltham Forest agrees with many of the responses laid out in the GLA response as detailed below.

— Waltham Forest requests that the ONS produces data from the 2011 census at ward level.

— Waltham Forest would like the ONS to give advanced information on which areas it is likely to
deploy field staV to hand deliver census forms.

— Waltham Forest believes that an accurate census is critical for accurate population forecasts.

The lessons learned from the 2001 census

1. Geographically, Waltham Forest is made up from three distinctive areas—Chingford in the North,
Walthamstow in the centre and Leyton/Leytonstone in the South. The North has an older and less ethnically
diverse relatively well-oV population whilst the South has a younger ethnically very diverse population that
experiences greater deprivation and other social inequalities (eg reduced health, lower educational
achievement and are more likely to suVer from crime).

2. According to rankings based on the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2007 12% of Waltham Forest
areas78 are in the top 10% of the most deprived areas in England. Most of these areas are located in the
centre or south of the borough. As a whole, Waltham Forest ranks 27th most deprived amongst the 354 local
authorities in England (10th most deprived in London).

3. All of the factors in 2 tend to correlate with poorer census returns. This was seen with the results from
the 2001 census where the response rate was 88%. Only 23 authorities in England and Wales had a poorer
response rate.79

78 Deprivation Indices are scored and ranked relative to 32,482 lower layer super output areas in England. There are 145 lower
layer super output areas in Waltham Forest each with population of around 1,500.

79 The full results from the OYce for National Statistics can be found at: http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/downloads/
responserates.xls
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4. The One Number Census, (undertaken throughout the country) identified the extent of under-
enumeration in the 2001 Census by conducting a large post-enumeration survey. The people identified as
not counted were imputed to produce an adjusted total on which the final Census results were based. This
met user needs for complete coverage, and reduced any bias in the results arising from diVerences between
the characteristics of respondents and non-respondents.80

5. The results from this imputation exercise found that the highest rates of imputation were in the south
of the borough where they varied between 11.1% and 19.4% compared to rates typically around half that in
the north of the borough.

6. In order to ensure a good census response rate in 2011, it is therefore important that Waltham Forest
has suYcient numbers of enumerators on the ground, especially in the southern wards of the borough.

Preparations for the 2011 census in London, with particular reference to approaches to assessment issues unique
to London: assessing migrants and transients, underdeclaration on census returns, and the correlations between
characteristics of underrepresentation in Census and electoral registration returns.

7. Waltham Forest share the view of the Greater London Assembly, (GLA) that employing local people
as enumerators is essential and that there should be more local flexibility in deploying the field staV. The
2009 census Rehearsal in Newham, for example, only saw a response rate of 25%—due in part to the fact
that many of the field staV were not from the local area.

8. Waltham Forest therefore intends to work closely with the ONS and Capita to ensure that wherever
possible, local field staV are employed.

9. The recent communications strategy announced on the ONS website and call for help with the local
recruitment of field staff81 is therefore viewed as encouraging and will be circulated internally within the
council and is to be discussed directly with the Census Liaison manager and Communications team, along
with the HR team in due course.

10. As a borough with inner-city style wards that suVer from high levels of deprivation, Waltham Forest
shares the concern of the GLA about the proposed post out of census forms and would also like to have
advanced information from the ONS on those parts of the borough that are to be mailed so that we can be
assured that these areas are those unlikely to suVer from poor response rates.

11. For reasons of close comparability and being able to relay data in a manner that makes sense to
residents, councillors, council leaders and other strategic partners/leads it would definitely be preferable for
the ONS to produce census data for 2011 at the ward level. This is because wards are tangible and have
specific geographic and physical boundaries that people can relate to.

12. With reference to the GLA response to the London Regional Committee, Waltham Forest support
the following opinions about the 2011 census82:

— Large Households Exceeding six persons—Need for Continuation Forms (that the ONS proposals
for this are sensible).

— Gated Estates and Developments (that ONS should be aware that these could cause potential
problems in securing responses, even in aZuent areas that historically have high rates of census
return).

— Second Residency Information (that the introduction of a question on second addresses at which
people stay for more than 30 days a year is a good idea and should improve estimates of the usual
resident population and enable the ONS to define, for the first time, outputs based on alternate
population bases such as working week and/or weekend populations.

Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to engaging participation by
minority communities

13. Waltham Forest is keen to ensure that the census is completed by all of its minority communities
especially in view of the fact that many of these will need to access council services and are likely to have
less knowledge or an established support community to assist them.

14. Waltham Forest is also concerned that the census is likely to miss returns from those groups of the
community who maybe working illegally or indeed are resident illegally. These community groups may still
access council services so it is essential that they are accounted for also.

15. For this reason Waltham Forest is keen that the ONS gives the borough advanced information as to
which areas it is likely to deploy field staV who will hand deliver census forms rather than post them. This
point was also covered in 10.

16. With reference to the GLA response to the London regional committee, Waltham Forest support the
following opinion about the 2011 census:

80 Taken from the OYce for National Statistics at: http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/imputation rates by variable.asp
81 Please find the information on this from the ONS at: http://www.comms.census.gov.uk/en/controller.php?content id%1048
82 Please see the response from the GLA for more detailed information under the headings listed.
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— Issues of migration status, intention to stay and transient population (that the ONS specify exactly
how they intend to account for these groups in their census count).83

The planned use of census and other population data in population projections for London

17. Population projections based upon the census will have multiple uses within Waltham Forest and the
borough is likely to use projections produced by both the ONS and the GLA.

18. These are likely to be used for by Waltham Forest to assist in the planning of local education needs,
local transport planning and traYc modelling, taking a view on housing demand and allocation and the
provision of community support services, such as home help and home care.

19. Waltham Forest PCT also makes extensive use of the GLA population projections which are derived
and adapted from the census.

20. There are also significant implications for healthcare if census 2011 fails to accurately count the local
population. Although funding for the Primary Care Trust (PCT) is not reliant upon census data, the London
procurement modelling programme is. This model is used to predict the likely demand for essential local
services such as palliative care so it also critical for the local community that census data is as accurate as
possible.84

21. Waltham Forest is also keen to emphasise that census data will almost certainly be used by other
organisations that have a direct impact of the well-being of the borough including:85

— Transport for London.

— London Development Agency.

— Metropolitan Police.

— London Fire and Emergency Planning authority.

— Utility companies.

22. Waltham Forest may well make use of the fact that census 2011 will seek to gain information from
short-term migrants (ie persons planning to be resident in the UK for less than a year). Although it is unsure
yet how comprehensively this part of the Census will work, there maybe an opportunity for this data to
provide some basis for estimating, in parallel to the projections, a growing part of the populations of most
London boroughs that, up to now, have not been accurately assessed.86

Planning for provision of services delivered through the Government OYce for London and London boroughs

23. Waltham Forest agrees with the GLA response on this particular point and feels that census data will
be important for profiling diVerent communities across London.

Funding allocations for service provision made to central Government bodies, the Greater London Authority
and London boroughs

24. Waltham Forest is keen to have accurate census data to ensure that funding allocations meet
requirements for the provision of essential council and non-council services across the borough.

Other areas of interest

Mayhew Associates

25. Waltham Forest has commissioned Mayhew Associates to undertake a population count of the
borough using various administrative data sources. It is hoped that this work will provide the borough with
a more accurate count of the borough’s residents and be able to link in directly with work that Mayhew has
undertaken with the neighbouring boroughs of Hackney, Newham, Tower Hamlets and Greenwich.

21 January 2010

Memorandum from Brent Council (LPC 26)

Introduction

Brent Council is very concerned that the OYce for National Statistics’ preparations and procedures for
the 2011 Census will not engage with and eVectively count the very diverse population of the borough. The
postal nature of the Census will make it diYcult to ensure every individual is reached and will make it harder
for the follow-up enumerators to interact with the residents and encourage the forms to be filled in.

83 Please see the response from the GLA for more detailed information under the headings listed.
84 Extract from “The need for census Enumerators in Waltham Forest”.
85 As stated in the GLA response to the London Regional Committee.
86 The view from the GLA response but also a view of many boroughs in London.
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After a disappointing response rate in 2001 and the London Borough of Newham’s recent experiences in
the 2009 Census Rehearsal, Brent Council is very concerned that lessons have not been learnt about
engaging with minority communities and an opportunity to test new ways of working with these
communities was missed.

Recent years have seen the mid-year estimates for Brent’s population increase only slightly, or perhaps
even decrease, whilst other local administrative datasets suggest a larger increase. Brent Council is very keen
to maximise the 2011 Census count to correct this and is working hard to put its own processes in place to
support the 2011 Census.

Summary of Key Points

— In 2001 the response rate in the borough was a disappointingly low 79%—11th lowest in the
country.

— The borough gave significant support to the enumeration eVort.

— It was felt there were significant problems in enumeration in the borough.

— Engaging with communities and individuals is very important.

— London Borough of Brent is a diverse borough with a relatively large migration in—and out-flows.

— The borough is felt to contain relatively high numbers of the OYce for National Statistics’ (ONS)
“Hard to Count” groups.

— The poor result from the Census Rehearsal in London Borough of Newham has given the borough
cause for concern.

— The borough has initiated a steering group to co-ordinate the borough’s preparations.

— The borough will utilise any relevant administrative datasets to identify and locate groups who may
need support and engagement to better target its support work.

— The borough will utilise any relevant community contacts to help engage and inform residents.

— The borough has co-operated fully with the ONS’ development of the National Address List
(NAL).

— It is unclear how the NAL will allow the census to include hidden dwellings and complicated
“household” structures.

— The borough will utilise its communication channels to assist in recruitment of 2011 Census
workers.

— The borough will make secure space available to the ONS to support the census logistics.

— The borough will further support the census by making available facilities for the public to contact
census helplines and access the census online, and supply help and advice.

— London has a high proportion of BAME residents as well as many diVerent communities some of
which are recent migrants.

— Minority communities may have communication issues.

— Some individuals may be reluctant to participate due to fears that the data will be shared or used
by the government to target them.

— The census count will be used to re-base the ONS’ mid-year population estimates.

— Brent Council believes the current estimates undercount the population by around 18,000.

— The ONS has released figures indicative of revisions to the mid-year estimates to be published in
May 2010 that further reduce the population, actually making it lower than in 2001.

— The mid-year estimates then impact on the local authority funding settlement through the sub-
national population projections.

— The projections are also used by the borough for planning service provision.

— Many of the groups most likely to be undercounted are also most in need of funding.

— The borough is planning to commission an independent count of the population from local
administrative data sources in 2011 to provide a comparison to the 2011 Census.

1. Lessons Learned in 2001 Census

1.1 In 2001 the response rate in the London Borough of Brent was a disappointingly low 79%—11th
lowest in the country and in London, and the lowest of the Outer London boroughs.87 This latter reflects
the borough’s proximity to the city centre and its demographic similarity to other inner boroughs in terms
of diversity.

87 Response rates to the 2001 Census are available from the ONS at http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/downloads/
responserates.xls
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1.2 The borough gave significant support to the enumeration eVort in 2001 by making significant
resources available and incorporating a number of schemes to encourage local people and council staV to
take roles in the census to make the best use of local knowledge. These included assisting in access to gated
communities and housing projects and being able to recognise what hours of interaction best suited the
residents.

1.3 The borough also made eVorts to target publicity towards groups thought to be most in need of
encouragement as well as engaging with community groups.

1.4 The borough made great eVorts to combine administrative datasets to produce as accurate an address
list as possible for the census. An accurate list is very important, even more so in 2011 when ONS has
indicated 95% of forms will be posted out to households.

1.5 Despite this it was felt there were significant problems in enumeration in the borough, as evidenced
by the relatively low response rate. The borough contains high proportions of groups known to be hard to
engage with, and form tracking problems are known to have aVected the count. The OYce for National
Statistics (ONS) has implemented a tracking system that should allow more targeted follow-up.

1.6 Engaging with communities and individuals is very important especially when it comes to explaining
why the census is important and why it is a good idea for them to take part. Some groups may be hard to
engage because they are apathetic and some may even be fearful of making their details known to
oYcialdom.

2. Preparations for 2011 Census

2.1 Brent is a diverse borough with a relatively large migration in—and out-flows as indicated in the ONS’
mid-year population estimates,88 and the new short-term migrant estimates.89 When the population has
quite a high rate of turnover engaging with migrants can be diYcult, for instance you may put eVort into
publicising an event only for them to move on before the event happens, and then new individuals may arrive
who will have missed the publicity and so be unaware of the event.

2.2 Identifying communities in which such migration is concentrated may provide a means of helping
ensure that new arrivals learn of events from other members of the community. It may be possible to utilise
the Schools Census (produced once a term) to provide an up-to-date indication of migration in at least the
school-age population and their families.

2.3 The borough is felt to contain relatively high numbers of the ONS’ “Hard to Count” groups. The
borough is currently seeking clarification ONS’ definition of these groups but they are thought to include
groups who may have barriers to filling in the census (for instance language or disability), be apathetic to
the census (for instance young men), or even be actively avoiding interacting with oYcialdom (for instance
illegal immigrants, or those who have other reasons or not wanting to pass over personal details).

2.4 The Committee will be familiar with the poor result from the 2009 Census Rehearsal in London
Borough of Newham. It is felt that the ONS and Capita (to whom recruitment of Census staV has been
outsourced) missed opportunities to get the most out of this rehearsal in terms of testing their procedures
in a very diverse borough with many communities in which significant numbers of residents do not speak
english as a first language. It seems there was little made in the way of ensuring local knowledge of
communities was turned into an eVective enumeration strategy.

2.5 As Newham can be considered very similar to Brent in terms of diversity and deprivation the borough
is very concerned about the poor result of the rehearsal.

2.6 Brent takes the Census very seriously and is keen to avoid an undercount and hopefully to be able to
show that the current population estimates are in fact too low. To this end the borough has initiated a steering
group to co-ordinate the borough’s preparations for the Census which has working groups dedicated to
ensuring accurate data on localities is passed to ONS and utilised internally in support of the Census, to
eVectively communicate to the residents and Brent Council staV both to encourage participation and also
to highlight employment opportunities, and to assist the ONS where possible with recruitment and logistics.

2.7 The borough will utilise any relevant administrative datasets to identify and locate groups who may
need support and engagement to better target its support work. This will include groups who need little
encouragement but require support with language or disability reasons, and also the groups who may need
much more engagement to convince them to participate.

88 The Components of Change part of the mid-year estimates contains this information, the mid-2008 data is available at http://
www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme population/
Mid 2008 UK England & Wales Scotland and Northern Ireland 27 08 09.zip

89 Brent had the 7th largest total short term migrant estimate in England and Wales and the 4th in London in mid-2007.
Compared with the total resident population (ie ignoring the short-term migrants) this was 9th highest in England and Wales
and 7th in London. When this estimate of short term migrants is broken down into those working and not working Brent
had the 2nd largest number of short term migrant workers in England and Wales, and London. This information is drawn
from Tables 1, 2 and 10 in the ONS’ “Research Report on Local Authority level Short-term Migration Estimates” published
October 2009, available at http://www.ons.gov.uk/about-statistics/methodology-and-quality/imps/updates-reports/current-
updates-reports/research-report-on-local-authority-level-short-term-migration-estimates.pdf
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2.8 Particularly because the borough is very diverse and made up of a number of small communities it is
felt that a key way to engage with and inform residents of the borough will be to utilise any relevant
community contacts.

2.9 The borough has co-operated fully with the ONS’ development of the National Address List (NAL)
and is currently coming to the end of the checking of anomalies in Brent addresses found during its creation.
As the 2011 Census forms will be posted to around 95% of households the creation of a national list is of
key importance (although it is currently unclear to the borough by what criteria the remaining 5% will be
selected for hand-delivery).

2.10 The NAL will be updated up until very close to Census Day to make sure it is as accurate as possible.
Brent Council is concerned that current intellectual property issues are preventing this resource, on which
a great deal of public money has been spent, from being utilised in the future after the census.

2.11 It is unclear how the NAL will allow the census to include hidden dwellings and complicated
“household” structures. The Census attempts to treat groups of individuals in the model of one household
with one individual taking most responsibility for the other members, per property. This does not describe
so well collections of unrelated individuals sharing a property (for instance students or migrant workers),
and there is also evidence of family structures where one individual may take responsibility for groups in
two separate properties or two separate families may share one property.

2.12 Where individuals are unrelated there may be more privacy concerns than normal encountered as
individuals may not wish the others in the property to be able to see personal details. It is thought that the
online form will be able to provide additional privacy for individuals from the others in their household.

2.13 Large households also cause a problem as the Census form only has space for 6 individuals and a
continuation sheet is required for further additions. In 2001 a shortage of such forms caused individuals to
be missed in this way. It is hoped that this problem could be alleviated with the use of the online form (where
extra individuals can be added simply).

2.14 For reasons such as these the borough is hoping to provide support, encouragement and facilities
for the online method, however poor take-up in the 2009 rehearsal has indicated that much may need to be
done to encourage its use.

2.15 The borough will utilise its communication channels to assist in recruitment of 2011 Census workers.
It is hoped that individuals with local knowledge or community-specific skills could be encouraged to apply
and thus improve relations between the Census and individuals in those communities. Local knowledge will
also assist the enumerators in knowing when best to visit various locales, etc.

2.16 The ONS has indicated that when Census forms are being collected secure space will be required for
storage. It has also been suggested that providing some space to allow co-ordinators to work from will also
be required. The borough is prepared to assist and support the census logistics in this way.

2.17 The borough will further support the census by making available facilities for the public to contact
census helplines and access the census online, and supply help and advice, in addition to and in support of
anything the Census puts in place.

3. Attitudes to Participation in London

3.1 London has a high proportion of BAME residents as well as many diVerent communities, some of
which are recent migrants. It is thought that ethnic minorities are an important group in the ONS’ “Hard
to Reach” definition.

3.2 Minority communities may have communication issues, perhaps because of recent migration into the
country. Language issues in particular will be important as there are many more languages present than the
ONS is prepared nationally to support so it will fall to London and the boroughs to provide extra support
for neglected languages.

3.1 Some individuals may be reluctant to participate due to fears that the data will be shared or used by
the government to target them. This could include illegal immigrants who wish to remain hidden, or
individuals with experience of life in a state where central data was used to discriminate and so one would
actively avoid communicating with government. Such individuals may be harder to encourage than those
not participating on purely apathetic or political grounds.

3.1 Brent Council will be working with communities (both geographically close and those that are more
dispersed) to help encourage and support individuals to participate in the census. Communicating the
positive aspects of the census process (local funding, data privacy and security, provision planning, etc.) will
be a key part of this process.

3.1 It is hoped that the ONS and Capita will use their recruitment and enumeration strategy to eVectively
match workers to particular communities or groups to help maximise their involvement.
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4. The Planned Use of Census Data

4.1 Although the borough will use the census data directly the fact that it is released somewhere in the
region of two-years after the Census Day makes it inherently out-of-date and as time progresses this only
increases, so other more up-to-date (although perhaps not as comprehensive or accurate) data sources are
often found and used in preference. Census data is also useful for observing long-term changes.

4.2 Most importantly the census count will be used to re-base the ONS’ mid-year population estimates
and provide an oYcially recognised population count.

4.3 Brent Council considered the 2001 Census to have produced a slight undercount and the borough now
believes that the current mid-year estimates, based on the census from 2001, undercount the population by
around 18,000. This figure comes from an independent population count calculated by Mayhew Associates
from local administrative datasources. Brent is not the only borough to have commissioned such work since
the last census.

4.4 The ONS has released figures indicative of revisions to the mid-year estimates to be published in May
2010 that further reduce the population, actually making it lower than in 2001. Brent Council hopes that
the 2011 Census will correct this eVect.

4.5 The mid-year estimates impact on the local authority funding settlement through the sub-national
population projections so ensuring they start from a correct base is essential for sharing the funding
equitably.

4.6 The projections are also used by the borough for planning service provision for the future so the eVect
of the 2011 Census will be felt for not only the decade after but also years after that as services come online.

4.7 It should be noted that many of the groups most likely to be undercounted are also most in need of
help and funding from local authorities which is another reason why it is essential to count them accurately.

5. Other Areas of Interest

5.1 The borough is planning to commission an independent count of the population from local
administrative data sources by Mayhew Associates in 2011 to provide a comparison to the 2011 Census. The
borough has made a great deal of use of the two previous counts from Mayhew Associates in 2005 and 2007.

21 January 2010

Memorandum from the London Borough of Hounslow (LPC 27)

1. The London Borough of Hounslow welcomes this opportunity to contribute to the Committee’s
inquiry into London’s population and regional preparations for the 2011 Census.

2. This short submission sets out the London Borough of Hounslow’s response to the four questions
asked by the Committee in its press release on 17 December 2009.

Summary

— LB Hounslow welcomes the opportunity to be more fully involved in preparations for the
2011 census.

— However, LB Hounslow does have some concerns regarding (i) recruitment of skilled staV to census
posts within tight timescales, (ii) limited coverage of posted questionnaire (particularly where this
might miss members of hard-to-reach migrant communities, (iii) availability of continuation forms
for larger families.

— LB Hounslow has experienced population undercounting in previous years which has led to
significant underfunding.

Questions 1 and 2: The lessons learned in London from the 2001 Census and Preparations for the 2011 Census.

3. LB Hounslow welcomes the opportunity to work closely with Capita and ONS to assist with the
recruitment of staV, especially where the Council may be able to recommend applicants with considerable
local knowledge which will be of benefit to delivering the census.

4. Whilst we would agree that councils have been much more closely involved in preparing for the
2011 Census than was the case in 2000/2001, we would, however, like to flag up the following as potential
concerns:

— Recruitment of representative staV with the right language skills—Hounslow is a diverse borough
in which residents speak over 140 languages and dialects. Securing field workers who are able to
communicate with and access hard-to-reach groups in the borough will be essential to ensuring a
representative response. However, as was shown in the findings from the census rehearsal, even
with staV resources in place, securing the buy-in of hard-to-reach groups within the given timescale
could prove diYcult.
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— Post Out forms and access to illegal dwellings—LB Hounslow are in agreement with the Greater
London Authority that “personal contact with people who are unsure about whether they should
be included in the census might be needed instead of a form arriving in the post”.90 ONS have
proposed hand delivery of census forms to areas where there is a potential for a low response rate;
however, as of yet ONS have not explained how these areas will be selected. In addition, LB
Hounslow has a problem with unauthorised dwellings, many of which are located in back gardens.
As a post out form is unlikely to reach these residencies, it is currently unclear as to how these
residents will be included in the census.

— Availability of continuation forms—a problem experienced in Hounslow during the census in
2001 was access to continuation forms (in appropriate languages/formats) for families with more
than 6 members. LB Hounslow would like to see these forms made more readily available in
community venues such as libraries, places of worship, and council oYces.

Question 3: Attitudes to participation in the census in London, with particular reference to participation by
minority communities

5. LB Hounslow is a Beacon Authority for Community Cohesion and we will be using our existing,
extensive community networks to ensure as full as possible participation of BME and hard-to-reach groups.
We are aware that the 2001 census showed high non-response rates for BME groups, particularly among
Indian and Pakistani communities (which represent 21% of our total population) and we will be working
with these groups to overcome any barriers to engagement.

Question 4: The use of census and other population data in population projections for London/planning for the
provision of services/funding allocations

6. As the Committee will be aware, the 2011 Census will provide the basis for ONS population projections
which will be used by central government to decide funding allocations for councils and their local partner
organisations for the next decade.

7. Like many other London Boroughs, LB Hounslow lost a significant amount of funding between
2005 and 2008 (approximately £4.5 million) as a result of the Department for Communities and Local
Government using inaccurate ONS population projection data to allocate funding. Although the draft ONS
2008-based Subnational Population Projections has since significantly reduced our population undercount,
the possibility of this kind of mistake occurring again should not be discounted. Detailed information on
LB Hounslow’s problem with population undercounting can be found in the attached Local Government
Futures’s report “Population Evidence Base for the London Borough of Hounslow (June 2007)”.

2 January 2010

Supplementary memorandum from the London Borough of Southwark (LPC 28)

Please find enclosed a memorandum of supplementary evidence following the oral evidence provided by
Cllr Tim McNally and Duncan Whitfield to the committee on Monday 8 February 2010.

We have enclosed this information to provide the committee with additional information on the areas
discussed during the meeting.

Engagement with ONS

Southwark recognises that communication between ONS and Local Authorities has improved since 2001.
However, this communication does not equal eVective consultation. We believe that due to the lateness in
commencing engagement there is little or no scope for Local Authorities to change the census methodology
if after examination it is deemed to be inadequate for hard to count areas such as Southwark.

For example:

— The ONS tested census methodology in 2007 and in the Census rehearsal in October 2009.
However, consultation on the census methodology with Southwark and other London local
authorities only commenced through the Census Operational Management Advisory group in
October 2009. The engagement via the advisory group has not been comprehensive and we are still
unsure of vital operational details. Councils have not been shown the full modelling methodology
being used by the ONS to determine hard to count areas and therefore apportion ONS
enumeration resources.

— Capita was awarded the contract for the 2011 Census recruitment, training and pay in March 2009,
the same month ONS issued the request to Local authorities to nominate Census and Assistant
Census liaison managers (CLMs and ACLMs). As the contract was finalised and awarded prior
to their appointment, CLMs and ACLMs had no opportunity to input to the design of recruitment

90 Greater London Authority response to the London Regional Committee
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and training procedures. Their input could have been valuable as Local Authorities face similar
challenges to the census annually during their electoral registration canvass and understand their
population requirements in more detail.

Imputation Methodology

Southwark’s low response (77%, 8th lowest in the country) and high number of unprocessed forms
(highest across the UK) required the imputation of a significant part of our population. Southwark had
challenged the imputation process in 2001 as we felt it gave an inaccurate picture of our population.

Learning from 2001, we believe there are practical things we and ONS can do to help improve the
imputation methodology and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss these with ONS.

— ONS should commit that no local authority in London falls below a 90% response rate to ensure
that the risk of inaccurate imputation is reduced

— It is very likely that the same hard to count people will also be missed by the Census Coverage
Survey and therefore the imputation process. We have no knowledge that this is being considered
in new methodology being brought forward by ONS. We would like to review this process in order
that local knowledge is utilised. Local data sources such as surveys of houses of multiple
occupation (HMOs), databases of temporary housing residents and electoral registration data
should be an integral part of the imputation process in London.

— ONS should test the revised imputation process for hard to count areas on a sample of 2001 results
from an inner London authority to assess whether the revised process increases accuracy, both in
terms of the count and completeness of responses

Address Register

Southwark has invested significant resource in improving the quality of our local land and property
gazetteer (LLPG) in preparation for the Census. To ensure that the census forms go to the correct addresses,
ONS should provide us (for quality assurance purposes) with an extract of all Southwark addresses from
the national address list in time for a quality assurance process to be undertaken locally. In addition, as we
provide the national address register with daily updates on new or changed addresses, we would like ONS
to inform us of new anomalies between our local address register and the national one at least monthly.
Without clarity through full disclosure of the list we cannot have confidence that the post out element of the
2011 census methodology will work in Southwark.

Census recruitment and Training

Southwark has the following main concerns with Census recruitment and training procedures

— ONS has made e-learning an essential part of the recruitment process for address checkers and
enumerators. We believe that this does not adequately consider the local characteristics of hard
to count areas. Southwark has an estimated 60,000 people in areas of deprivation that have low
literacy skills.

— This standardised national recruitment process risks discouraging many people with excellent local
knowledge and representative of their local communities from applying for enumeration posts in
the 2011 census.

— We would like ONS to introduce a parallel recruitment process for these roles which enables
residents to apply through paper application and undergo training in person or via the phone.

— ONS has confirmed that all enumerators will be provided with standardised training. Southwark
has the highest number of people receiving homecare support in London (more than 2000), in
excess of 1,200 residents who are registered blind or deaf/hard of hearing and an extremely high
proportion of gated properties. We would like ONS to confirm that enumerators’ skillset will match
the requirements of the communities they will be working with.

15 February 2010
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Southwark - SOAs
Canvass returns
% of returns Feb 10

Produced on behalf of London Borough of Southwark.
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Percentage of Returns
44 to 51   (4)
40 to 44   (5)
36 to 40   (5)
32 to 36   (7)
28 to 32  (34)
24 to 28  (55)
20 to 24  (44)
16 to 20  (11)

Legend
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Supplementary memorandum from London Borough of Newham (LPC 29)

Question 75

We were asked to submit some supplementary information on the cost of the Census to us. Please note
that this is a very rough estimate, and should be presented as such. We estimate that work for the 2011 census
will be at least £250,000 for the following:

— required extra staYng;

— our independent annual population count (Mayhew) to give a more accurate basis for service
planning;

— research into “hard to count” characteristics and financial impact of under-counting;

— costs associated with developing partnership working around population issues; and

— communications and publicity for 2011 census.

However, this does not factor in the time of existing oYcers which will obviously add significantly to
the cost.

It also does not include work done for the Census rehearsal; however, it may be of interest to the
Committee that the address checking that took place for the rehearsal we estimate at around £9,000. Again
this should be presented as an estimated costing.

Estimated breakdown of costs fo 2011 Census

Additional staYng costs for 2010–11 Between £68,500–£84,200
Research costs up to 2011–12 £140,000
Partnership working £18,000
Publicity/communications £30,000
Total £256,500–£272,200

This is without existing staV time, community engagement costs and other logistical/organisational costs.

19 February 2010

Supplementary memorandum from OYce for National Statistics (LPC 30)

Work on solving the address anomalies raised during the creation or the Address Register is progressing
well. Nationally, approximately 216,000 anomalies were identified and given to Local Authorities to try to
resolve. Most Local Authorities have already responded and been able to resolve over 80% or the anomalies.
In London there were a total of46,000 anomalies identified and raised with Local Authorities—about 21%
or tile total. We have received responses from the majority of London Boroughs and have been able to
resolve over 80% of the anomalies so far. At present only Hounslow, Sutton, Waltham Forest and the City
or Westminster are yet to respond. On top of the anomalies sent to Local Authorities, a similar number are
being sent to Royal Mail. The number for London is 51,444. which is about 16% of the total for England
and Wales. This resolution work is progressing well with Royal Mail having returned all of the anomalies
sent to them.

11 March 2010

Supplementary memorandum from London Councils (LPC 31)

I am writing to clarify a figure included as part of London Council’s submission to the Committee’s
inquiry into London’s population and the 2011 census, dated 14 January. Point 17 of this submission
included a figure of £130 million which London Councils has calculated as the estimated loss in undamped
formula grant between 2008–09 and 2010–11. This estimated loss is due to changes, implemented in 2007,
to the way the ONS estimates international migration within population statistics which impacted upon the
2002–06 mid-year estimates and the 2004-based population projections.

At the Committee’s recent inquiry session of 24 February (under Questions 188 and 189), this figure was
cited in questions to Rt Hon Tessa Jowell MP, Minister for London. The surrounding discussion implies
that this figure of £130 million relates to an actual cash loss to London boroughs. This is not the case;
London Councils estimated the figure of £130 million specifically following the changes to population
methodology implemented in 2007, and the figure is intended to be used only in reference to the population
projections used in the formula grant distribution system. £130 million was not in any way intended as an
indicator of actual cash loss to the boroughs.
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I hope this information will be taken into account by the London Regional Committee for the remainder
of its inquiry. If you have any further questions, or wish to clarify this point further, please do not hesistate
to get in touch with me directly.

17 March 2010

Memorandum from London Voluntary Service Council (LPC 32)

1. Introduction

1.1 London Voluntary Service Council

1.1.1 LVSC brings London voluntary and community sector (VCS) organisations together to learn and
share best practice and to create a co-ordinated voice to influence policy makers. We provide policy briefings,
up-to-date information on management and funding, advice and support for voluntary and community
groups, topical e-bulletins and learning opportunities for those working in the sector.

2. Limitations of our Response

2.1 Scope of response—people not just data

2.1.1 This in no way attempts to be a comprehensive response to the enquiry. It attempts to draw out
some key recommendations based on a general understanding of the issues the Select Committee is
investigating, and strong understanding of some of the issues faced by some of the most marginalised
Londoners who are served by the voluntary and community sector in London.

2.1.2 We understand that the enquiry will receive detailed and specific evidence about specific data issues
from expert academics and local authorities, amongst others. We therefore make no attempt to comment
on detailed issues related to data. Our focus is on people, and the importance and ability of the Census being
able to reach as many Londoners as possible. The accuracy of the OYce for National Statistics (ONS)
population estimates determine the level of central government funding allocated to each local authority.
Experts currently acknowledge that the ONS figures underestimate populations in London and that this is
particularly true in deprived areas with high numbers of residents from minority ethnic groups.91 In fact
London Councils has calculated that the current ONS estimates have led to London’s public services losing
out on £130 million of funding.92

Since many VCS organisations work with and are funded by their local authority, this will have a
significant eVect on the services they can provide. This is particularly the case for those working with illegal
or short-term migrants, for whom the VCS often provide the only form of support, as this group is not
included in ONS population estimates and projections and so does not receive any allocation of central
government funding.

3. Our Response

3.1 Under-representation of hard to reach groups

3.1.1 Based on the data we have seen we believe that the 2002 Census failed to reach many of the most
marginalized Londoners, many from London’s ethnic minority communities.

3.1.2 This under-representation would not surprise many people in the voluntary and community sector.
It is commonly acknowledged that the sector is often best placed to engage with these “hard to reach”
groups, and it is often employed by government and/or local authorities to do just that.

The ONS state on their website that:

“Work on forthcoming 2011 census: In addition to working specifically with local authorities, a
Community Liaison project has been initiated, building on the lessons learned from the 2001
project. Through this, ONS worked with key organisations representing a range of minority
population groups and communities that are traditionally hard to reach in the census. These
included the elderly, the disabled, ethnic minority groups and faith communities. Additionally, as
part of the project, a new census Advisory Group, the Special Population Advisory Group was
set up in November 2004 (now re-named the Census Diversity Advisory Group) to advise ONS
particularly on the community groups’ requirements for information from the 2011 Census and to
steer the developments of the Community Liaison project.

Essentially the Community Liaison project is all about helping the census make an impact at the
grass roots level. The prime aim of the project is to facilitate enumeration and ensure fullest
possible coverage of previously under-represented population groups.”

We have not had any involvement through LVSC, nor are aware of any of the initiatives cited. It would
be helpful to be provided with details of this work by ONS so we could comment.

91 London Councils (2008) Written evidence to the Treasury Sub-Committee Inquiry into Counting the Population.
92 Available at http://www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/media/current/pressdetail.htm?pk%664 (27 January 2010).
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3.1.3 Many adults from ethnic minority communities live in accommodation from which the Census finds
it diYcult to access solid data—this is especially true of Households in Multiple Occupation (HMOs)—
where the “head of household” may have little interest in detailing all the occupants of the accommodation.

There are also problems with undercounting people in households where no English is spoken or English
is spoken as an additional language, as questions on the form are not understood or misinterpreted. Census
questions may also be open to diVerent cultural interpretations.

3.1.4 Fear of data sharing.

Many of the most marginalised Londoners remain sceptical about government structures and lack
confidence in what it says about confidentiality.

Research93 has shown that:

— The largest group of non-respondents are socially excluded, through economic poverty or through
special legal or cultural status.

— Those who have a negative view of government, for whatever reason, are less likely to be included
in government enquiries.

— Unsettled people are hard to include in enquiries. If they are in the process of migrating, they are
hard to find and their “current circumstances” diYcult to define.

Thus response to surveys and censuses is lowest among the unemployed, those in poor housing (shared,
temporary, or rented), among young men, in dense urban areas and among discriminated racial and cultural
groups. These groups are all disproportionately represented in London.

3.1.4 The London Citizens campaign, Strangers into Citizens, suggests that there were 442,00094

undocumented migrants in London at the end of 2007, who are unlikely to have been picked up by Census
data, due to this fear of data sharing with other public authorities.

Some international in-migrants may arrive in this country with complex needs that require a range of
support services. However it is precisely these high support need communities that are not accounted for in
the current inaccurate population measures.

3.1.5 Hyper diversity and hyper mobility

33% of Londoners were born outside the UK,95 the highest percentage of England’s nine regions. Thus
cultural and language diversity is likely to be highest in London, again supporting the idea that London is
likely to have the highest number of census non-respondants of any region, just as inner London has the
highest proportion of people not registered to vote.96

Statistics published by the ONS97 suggest that 40% of all short-term migrants live in London and yet they
are not included in current census data. It is recognised that current local population projections and
diversity data do not fully reflect the recent increases in migration in the UK.98

High property prices also mean there are many “part-time” Londoners, those who rent or own a small
flat in the capital for part of the week, or who stay with family or friends in London. Despite using London
services, these “part-time Londoners” are excluded from the population statistics because their main
residence is outside the capital. Thus London does not receive any funding from central government to cover
the services they use.

3.2 Potential VCS contribution

3.2.1 Government at all levels recognises the sector’s unrivalled reach into many of the most
disadvantaged communities. The government should use this reach of the VCS to increase access to
London’s “hard to reach” communities to increase the quality of the data captured by the Census.

3.2.2 The sector has experience of contributing to voter registration schemes for example, and is doing
so at the moment in areas such as Barking and Dagenham through its Council for Voluntary Service and
through the Operation Black Vote project.

3.2.3 We believe there is much scope to involve the sector in improving the data that the Census
captures by:

— involving the sector in building knowledge of the Census amongst hard to reach communities; and

— improving the confidence of hard to reach communities in relation to the Census, and in relation
to how the data will be used.

93 Available at http://www.radstats.org.uk/no071/article5.htm (27 January 2010).
94 London School of Economics (2009) Economic impact on the London and UK economy of an earned regularisation of irregular

migrants to the UK.
95 Greater London Authority (2009) London in Focus.
96 Available at http://www.radstats.org.uk/no071/article5a.htm (27 January 2010).
97 London Councils (2008) Written evidence to the Treasury Sub-Committee Inquiry into counting the Population.
98 Audit Commission (2007) Crossing Borders: responding to the local challenges of migrant workers.
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3.2.4 Activities which might be undertaken by the sector would include:

— local outreach by community groups, informing members of heir community about the Census and
encouraging people to take part;

— community events informing people about the Census; and

— spread information about the Census through community champions trained to talk about and
inform people about the Census.

3.3 Local Authorities duty to Involve

Since April 2009, local authorities have had a duty to involve and will shortly have a duty to promote
democracy. This means they should be informing, consulting with and engaging all the diVerent
communities in their areas on how they can best promote civic engagement. Under estimates of populations
in the census, particularly when these underestimates concentrate on the most disadvantaged and least
engaged communities, will adversely aVect local authorities’ abilities to fulfil these duties.

3.4 Using data other than the Census to inform public spending allocations

London Councils suggests the following that the following information sources could be used to gather
further information:

National Insurance registrations by overseas nationals;

The Workers Registration Scheme;

The Pupil Level Annual School Census;

Council Tax and housing Benefit information;

The Electoral Register;

Local authority and housing association data;

Other local authority data;

Utilities data;

Local surveys;

NHS data; and

GP registers.

Also the use of local people employed as community researchers has proved to be particularly successful
in gaining the trust of vulnerable or disadvantaged communities, and so leading to the collection of more
accurate data about them. Examples include the employment of local community groups by Lewisham
Primary Care Trust to conduct research with local communities and the employment of 10 local community
outreach workers to contribute to the health impact assessment of the re-development of King’s Cross.

29 January 2010
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