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SUMMARY
The Population (page 9-11)


With a population of 596,984, Gloucestershire was the second most populated
county in the region in 2011. There were an additional 1,100 non-UK short-term
residents who were not counted as usual residents on the Census day.



The population growth rate between 2001 and 2011 at 5.7%, or an annual
growth of 3,200 people, was lower than the national average of 7.8%. A third of
the growth was attributable to Gloucester where demographic demand for
services and infrastructure would have surged during the period.



The current population consisted of 136,600 children and young people aged 019, 349,000 adults aged 20-64, and 111,400 older people aged 65 or above.
This included an increase in the working age and the older population, and a
small reduction in the number of children and young people in the previous 10
years.



Significantly, the county’s older population grew faster than the national trends,
and Gloucestershire had a proportionately larger older population than
nationally (18.6% vs. 16.4%), with Cotswold, the Forest and Tewkesbury
showing particularly high representations.



There were large new communities emerging in parts of the county, in
particular Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury, where demand for public
services and infrastructure support will continue to develop as these
communities evolve and mature in the coming years. The Census also
identified some declining areas across the county where services may need to
adjust to the reduced demand. Any developments in the future, however, could
potentially repopulate these areas and result in a renewal of demand for
services.

The Environment (page 12-14)


The dispersal pattern of the county’s population was highly uneven, ranging
from a population density of 92 residents per hectare in the most urban
neighbourhood to less than 1 in the most rural areas. This presented a main
challenge for the council in developing infrastructure that could make facilities,
services and employment accessible to communities in all parts of the county.



Housing developments in the 10 years to 2011 changed the makeup of the
local dwelling stock, by increasing the share of flats/apartments from 13.4% to
15.1% and reducing that of houses/bungalows from 85.7% to 84.1%.



Overcrowding, which is known to contribute to poor health and mental stress,
was below national average but the prevalence was twice the county average in
parts of Cheltenham and Gloucester. Previous evidence suggested that
3
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overcrowding was most common in the private rented sector which has grown
since 2001.


One trend with important implications for the county’s environment and
highways in particular was the sharp increase in the number of households with
cars, with those possessing at least 3 cars showing the strongest growth.
Significantly, the levels of car ownership and multiple car ownership in the
county were both above national trends.



By 2011, there were 353,000 cars or vans belonging to the county’s population,
up 44,300 (i.e. 14.3%) from 2001.



Access to a car was most common in rural areas, but previous data from
Census 2001 suggested that car ownership among older people, in particular
lone-pensioners, was low even in the remote parts of the county, which might
compound problems in accessing services and combating loneliness and
isolation among this population group. Car ownership was also low in some
areas with high unemployment, which could restrict access to the labour market
if accessible, affordable public transport was not available.



The proportion of people relying on a car to get to work increased between
2001 and 2011 and so did those who walked to work. The number using public
transport to get to work also grew. This contrasted with the trend in cycling,
which saw a slight drop. The biggest decline, however, was among those who
worked mainly from home.

The Communities (page 15-18)


About 46,100 usual residents in Gloucestershire were born outside the UK,
representing 7.7% of the total population. Among these, four in ten (18,400
people) were recent migrants, having arrived since 2004 which was linked to
migration from East European countries.



The largest ethnic groups in Gloucestershire were ‘White British’, followed by
‘White Other’, ‘Asian/Asian British’ and ‘Mixed/Multiple Ethnic group’. Overall,
4.6 % of the county population were from Black and Ethnic Minority (BME)
backgrounds. The proportion became 8.4% when all non white-British ethnic
groups were included.



61.8% of international in-migrants in Gloucestershire had adopted English as
their main language and were therefore likely to have been as able to access
information as the wider English-speaking population. A high proportion
(82.2%) of those whose main language was not English were also proficient in
speaking the language. A study found that proficiency in English was positively
linked to migrants’ community participation.



Between 30% and 33% of residents from Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
backgrounds lived in Barton and Tredworth ward, meaning that any initiatives
4
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aimed at these communities could be effectively targeted at the area. People of
‘Other White’ and ‘Mixed/Multiple ethnic’ origin, on the other hand, were more
geographically dispersed.


There was a rising trend in people renting privately in the past 10 years. In
some places, private renting accounted for more than a third of households.
The trend means that in areas of high level of renting, where population
turnover tends to be high, demand for locality-based services such as school
places could become harder to predict. The trend would also have implications
for developing locality projects that would take time to produce results or
require continual commitment from the local communities.



The broader trend of an expanding older population was largely reflected
across the neighbourhoods and in some communities there were
disproportionately large numbers of older people. A total of 40 council wards
had at least 1,000 residents aged 65+, accounting for between 10.4% and
30.7% of the ward population. This presented the council with challenges as
well as opportunities as research found that citizens’ involvement in
volunteering and co-production of public services increases with age.



For the first time, the Census provided a measure of households in deprivation
(on four dimensions: education, employment, health and housing), which could
be used to identify and target communities with concentrations of households
with multiple needs. In total, 9,330 households in the county were deprived on
at least 3 dimensions, with 800 of these deprived on all four dimensions.

Children, Young People and Families (page 19-21)


The number of children aged 0-15 fell between 2001 and 2011, by 4,700 people
or 4.2%, to 106,800. In the same period, the number of young people aged 1619 increased, by 3,800 (up 14.5%), to 26,100 people.



There were a total of 68,500 families or households in Gloucestershire with
dependent children in 2011. The county experienced a well-documented trend
towards a decrease in married couple families and an increase in cohabiting
couples and single parents with dependent children. Of particular significance
was an increase in the number of ‘other household types’, by 25%, which
included households with children living in foster care arrangements, with
friends, in kinship arrangements or in other agreements.



There were a total of 6,320 households with dependent children where no
adults were in employment, representing nearly one in ten households with
dependent children. Research shows that children whose families are out-ofwork are at greater risk of experiencing child poverty as well as other difficulties
associated with family hardship.



The Census also counted nearly 4,000 young people aged 16-24 who were
considered as unemployed for Census purposes. This was 1,500 more than the
5
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official unemployed claimant counts for the same age group in the same month,
suggesting that any local support schemes specifically tailored for the
registered young unemployed might not have reached this ‘hidden’ group of
young people.


There was a decrease in the number of children aged 0-15 reported to have a
long-term limiting illness or disability between 2001 and 2011, from 3,900 to
3,200. The proportion of these children also reduced, from 3.5% to 3.0% in the
same period.



The latest Census suggests that 9,400 families or households where at least
one person had a long-term health problem or disability consisted of dependent
children. Studies suggest that children with parents or siblings who have a longterm illness or disability are more likely to experience child poverty, and are
also at a disadvantage if they take on caring responsibilities.

Working in Gloucestershire (page 22-24)


There were 437,100 usual residents aged 16-74 in the county. Of these, 72.4%
were economically active and 27.6% economically inactive. Among the
economically active, 91.2% were in employment, 4.5% were unemployed and
4.3% were economically active students.



A total of 14,200 unemployed people were recorded by the Census, compared
to the official claimant count of 9,400 people for the same period, suggesting
that 4,800 local people had not been captured in the eligibility-based
unemployment statistics.



11.1% of the inactive population withdrew from the labour market due to an
illness or a disability, underlining the economic impact of health on individuals
as well as the local economy.



Although the county’s workforce was better qualified than nationally, the
proportion of its workforce employed in the top three job categories on skill level
was average. Similarly, while the proportion of people in the county with no
qualifications was considerably lower than the national level, the difference in
the proportions in elementary occupations was less apparent.



The county’s economic base revolved around service industries which
employed 73.2% of all those in work. The most dominant service industry was
the public sector, followed by wholesale and retailing. While the county would
be well placed to capitalise on the potential growth predicted for aerospace,
pharmaceuticals and knowledge-intensive business services, local economic
strategies would be required to counteract the effect of the potential downturn
in the public sector particularly in Cheltenham, Gloucester and Tewkesbury
where there was a relatively high reliance on public sector for employment.

6
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Although the county’s economy generally fared better than the national
average, some areas experienced much higher levels of unemployment. In
some cases, high unemployment co-existed with high incidences of no
qualifications and lack of access to a car, which could further entrench the
economic vicious circle in these communities.



The Census also identified some communities with high levels of economic
inactivity as a result of a long-term illness or disability, where the proportion of
such incidences nearly doubled the county average.

Health and Care (page 25-27)


In total, 20,770 people considered themselves in bad health and a further 5,780
in very bad health, equivalent to 3.5% and 1.0% of the population respectively.
The prevalence rates of limiting long-term illness (LLTI) or disability were 7.3%
for the most limiting conditions (43,300 people) and 9.5% for the less limiting
conditions (56,500 people).



Notably, the proportions of people reporting bad or very bad health and those
reporting a LLTI or disability were both below national levels. This is significant
given that the county’s age structure was older than the national average.



However, the number of people with a LLTI or disability was rising faster than
the population growth during 2001-2011, and the population with these
conditions also increased, from 16.1% to 16.8%. This phenomenon was largely
driven by a sharp increase of the older population combined with a rise in
prevalence rate among the over-75s during the period. The increasing
prevalence among the 75+ was likely to be linked to a growing number of
elderly people living longer with long term illness or disability. By contrast, the
proportion of the under-75s with a long term illness or disability fell.



There were wide variations in health outcomes between districts and between
local areas. Geographical gaps in prevalence of disability or long-term
conditions were more profound than in the case of general health, suggesting
that health inequalities were widest in the more serious cases.



The Census further indicated that people from a lower socio-economic class
were not only more likely to have poor health or long-term conditions than the
higher socio-economic groups, they also started to have health problems
younger, suggesting that early public health interventions would be particularly
beneficial to these economic groups.



There were a total of 62,600 informal carers in the county, equating to 10.5% of
the population. This was an increase of 12.8% (i.e. 7,100 people) from 2001,
more than double the growth in the general population.



The majority (69.6%) of informal carers provided care of less than 20 hours a
week but nearly one in five (19.5%) provided at least 50 hours a week.
7
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Importantly, the proportion providing care for long hours has increased since
2001 when the proportion was 17%.


Previous analysis of the Census 2001 data also suggested that
o

o
o

Around 30% of the county’s households where someone had a LLTI had
an informal carer in 2001, with the largest gaps in provision being in
pensioner households.
One in five carers were pensioners. There were around 850 young
carers in 2001 with most of these aged between 12 and 15.
Care provision was most prevalent among people aged 45-64, but
elderly carers were most likely to carry out long hours of care than other
age groups.

8
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1.

PURPOSE OF THE PAPER

1.1

The Census of Population provides a comprehensive picture of the pattern of
characteristics and need of the county’s population. Future release of Census
cross-tabulated data will offer further insights into what underpins need for
different population groups across communities and localities.

1.2

The purpose of this paper is to inform commissioners of key messages from the
Census data released so far, and to outline their main implications for service
commissioning and development. The paper can also be used to identify
aspects of information that may require more in-depth understanding to assist
with commissioning.

2.

THE CENSUS 2011

2.1

The latest Census was carried out on the 27th March 2011. New questions
such as national identity, language and immigration were introduced, and the
design of some of the previous questions was also changed. For the first time,
residents were able to choose to respond to the Census by post or online.

2.2

The overall response rate among Gloucestershire residents was high at 96%,
compared to 94% in England and Wales. The Census findings on older people
(aged 60+) in Gloucestershire were particularly reliable as 99% of this
demographic group responded, compared to 97-98% nationwide. For residents
aged 20-39, the level of response was 91-93%, also higher than the national
rates of 89-93%.

2.3

It is possible that we might have witnessed the last Census in the country. The
ONS is currently consulting and determining if the Census should carry on in its
current form1. Should the Census cease to continue, the Census 2011 results
could become the last snapshot available of the entire population in
Gloucestershire.

3.

THE POPULATION

Population Numbers
3.1

The number of people who were usual residents2 in Gloucestershire on the
2011 Census day was 596,984, placing it as the second most populated county
in the South West3. The population size of Gloucestershire was comparable to
the adjacent counties of Worcestershire (566,169) and Warwickshire (545,474).

3.2

The population figure included all usual residents in private households as well
as communal establishments. Census records showed that 586,018 (98.2%) of

1

Beyond 2011, Office for National Statistics
A usual resident is anyone who, on the census day, was in the UK and had stayed or intended to stay in the UK for at least 12
months, or had a permanent UK address and was outside the UK and intended to be outside the UK for less than 12 months
3
The most populated shire in the South West region was Devon (746,399 people)
2
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the county’s usual residents lived in a private household and 10,966 (1.8%) in a
communal establishment.
3.3

There were an additional 1,100 non-UK short-term residents4 in Gloucestershire
who were not considered as usual residents for census purposes. All data and
analysis referred to in this briefing paper relate to usual residents in the county.
The terms ‘population’ and ‘usual residents’ are also used interchangeably in
this paper.

3.4

The population in Gloucestershire consisted of 136,600 (22.9%) children and
young people aged 0-19, 349,000 (58.5%) adults aged 20-64, and 111,400
(18.6%) older people aged 65 or above.

Total
population

Number of People

Proportion of People

0-19

20-34

35-64

65+

0-19

20-34

35-64

65+

Gloucestershire

596,984

136,588

102,336

246,705

111,355

22.9%

17.2%

41.3%

18.7%

Cheltenham

115,732

25,932

26,805

43,666

19,329

22.4%

23.2%

37.7%

16.7%

Cotswold

82,881

17,602

10,755

36,035

18,489

21.2%

13.0%

43.5%

22.3%

Forest of Dean

81,961

18,471

11,331

35,173

16,986

22.5%

13.8%

42.9%

20.7%

Gloucester

121,688

30,529

25,303

47,791

18,065

25.1%

20.8%

39.3%

14.8%

Stroud

112,779

25,955

15,594

49,253

21,977

23.0%

13.8%

43.7%

19.5%

81,943

18,099

12,548

34,787

16,509

22.1%

15.3%

42.5%

20.1%

Tewkesbury

3.5

Gloucester city was the most populated district (121,700 people), followed by
Cheltenham (115,700 people) which not long ago hosted the largest population
in the county. The Forest of Dean and Tewkesbury were the least populous,
despite the latter experiencing one of the fastest growths in the county in the
past decade (see paragraph 3.11).

3.6

The population was highly concentrated in the urban neighbourhoods,
particularly those within Gloucester. Among the thirteen most populated council
wards (over 7,000 residents), ten were located in Gloucester city. The largest
ward was Barton and Tredworth in Gloucester with 11,000 people, compared to
Hucclecote in Tewkesbury, the smallest ward in the county, with just 1,300
residents.

Growth Patterns
3.7

Gloucestershire’s population grew by 32,300 people or 5.7% between 2001 and
2011. This included an increase in the working-age population (aged 20-64)
and older people (65+), by 20,000 and 13,000 respectively, and a reduction in
children and young people (0-19), by 900.

4

Non-UK short-term residents are those born outside the UK who had stayed or intended to stay in the UK for three months or
more but less than 12 months
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3.8

Notably, the growth rate at 5.7% in Gloucestershire in the 10-year period was
below the England and Wales average of 7.8%, due to a smaller increase in
children, young people and the working-age population in the county than
nationally. This was in spite of the county’s older population (aged 65+) growing
faster than national trends (13.6% compared to 10.9%).

3.9

Gloucestershire had a proportionately larger older population than nationally.
The percentage of the county’s population aged 65+ was 18.6% compared to
16.4% in England and Wales, and the percentage of 75+ year-olds (8.9%) was
also above the national average (7.8%), with Cotswold, the Forest and
Tewkesbury showing particularly high proportions. The trend underlined the
continual demographic pressure for council services while at the same time
could represent opportunities to encourage participation and increase coproduction (See paragraphs 5.15 - 5.20).

3.10

Gloucester was the fastest-growing district between 2001 and 2011 (up by
10.8%, or 11,800 people), nearly double the average growth rate in the county.
More than a third of the county’s growth could in fact be attributed to the city,
suggesting that demographic demand from the city would have surged and
placed pressure on various services and infrastructure during this period.

3.11

Tewkesbury also experienced above average growth, at 7.2% or an increase of
5,500 people. The more rural districts of the Forest of Dean and Cotswold, on
the other hand, saw the smallest growth, of 2.5% and 3.1% respectively.

3.12

Due to the distribution of housing developments, some of the largest population
growths seen in the period 2001-2011 were highly localised, resulting in the
emergence of new communities that will require public services and
infrastructure support to respond as they continue to evolve and mature.

3.13

In Quedgeley Fieldcourt in Gloucester, for instance, population increased by
nearly 5,000 during the period, equivalent to a 90% increase. In Ashchurch with
Walton Cardiff in Tewkesbury, the population doubled to 4,500. Other similar
examples included Westgate, Hesters Way, Barnwood, and Kingsholm and
Wotton. The majority of other areas also experiencing considerable growth (of
at least 500 people) also concentrated in the districts of Gloucester,
Cheltenham and Tewkesbury.

3.12

There were declining areas identified by the latest Census, meaning that
services may need to adjust to the reduced demand in these places. 5 council
wards had experienced a reduction of at least 200 people between 2001 and
2011 (Hucclecote in Gloucester, The Stanleys in Stroud, Up Hatherley and
Swindon Village in Cheltenham, and Cirencester Chesterton in Cotswold). The
biggest proportional decline was in Hucclecote in Tewkesbury, where the
population decreased by more than 12% (or 182 people). However, future
developments could potentially re-populate some of these areas and therefore
renew demand for council services.
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4.

THE ENVIRONMENT

Area and Population Density
4.1

Covering a total area of 265,325 hectares, Gloucestershire ranked fifth among
all counties in the South West region in geographical size 5, and was
comparable to Dorset (254,162 hectares). The largest district was Cotswold
(116,452 hectares), which held 46% of the county’s area. The urban districts of
Cheltenham and Gloucester possessed 1.8% and 1.5% of the county’s land
respectively.

4.2

The size of the county districts was not in proportion to their population
numbers, resulting in wide disparities in population density between districts.
Average numbers of people per hectare (population density) ranged from an
average of 24.9 and 30.0 in the urban districts of Cheltenham and Gloucester to
0.7, 1.6, 2.0 and 2.4 in Cotswold, the Forest, Tewkesbury and Stroud
respectively. The equivalent national and regional figures were 3.7 and 2.2
respectively.

4.3

The general population dispersal pattern was also highly uneven across the
county, which highlighted one of the main challenges for the council in
developing infrastructure that could make facilities, services and employment
accessible to communities in all parts of the county.

4.4

In the county’s most densely populated area St Paul’s (Cheltenham), the
average number of residents per hectare was 92, compared to less than 1 per
hectare in the most rural communities that scattered around the Forest, Stroud,
Cotswold and Tewkesbury. Appendix 1 maps out the population density in the
county and illustrates the wide variations between localities.

Dwellings and Households
4.5

Census 2011 counted a total of 268,944 dwellings6 in Gloucestershire. The new
developments in the 10 years to 2011 changed the makeup of the local dwelling
stock, by increasing the share of flats/apartments from 13.4% to 15.1% and
reducing that of houses/bungalows from 85.7% to 84.1%. The remaining 0.8%
were of temporary or mobile structure.

4.6

About 5.5% of the county’s dwellings were empty on the Census day, with
Cotswold recording the highest vacancy rate, at nearly one in ten (9.3%). The
national vacancy level was 4.4%. The average household size7 in the county
was 2.34 in 2011, continuing the decline since 1991 but at a slower rate8.

5

In terms of area, the largest county in the South West was Devon (656,422 hectares)
A dwelling is a unit of accommodation in which all rooms are behind a door that only that household can use.
Calculated by dividing the usual resident population (596,984) by the number of household space that are occupied (254,615)
8
Average household size was 2.50 in 1991 and 2.37 in 2001
6
7
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4.7

For the first time, the Census included a question on the number of bedrooms
to measure overcrowding, which is known to contribute to poor health and
mental stress among adults as well as children9. The Census found that 6,900
households (2.7%) in the county had fewer bedrooms than standard
requirements10, compared to 4.7% nationally.

4.8

Overcrowding was most prevalent in parts of Cheltenham and Gloucester
where the proportion of overcrowded households was at least twice the county
average. These were All Saints and St Peter’s in Cheltenham, and Moreland,
Kingsholm and Wotton, and Westgate in Gloucester. In Barton and Tredworth
(Gloucester) and St Paul’s (Cheltenham), the prevalence rate was three times
the county average. Evidence from the previous Census suggested that
overcrowding was most common in the private rented sector which has grown
since 2001 (See paragraphs 5.11-5.14).

4.9

The number of households without central heating in the county more than
halved (reduced by 60%) between 2001 and 2011, from 17,400 to 7,000. By
2011, they accounted for 2.7% of all households, same as the national average.
In some areas, however, the proportions of households without central heating
were high with more than twice the county average. These were Redmarley
(Forest), Northway and Cleeve Grange (Tewkesbury), Barton and Tredworth
(Gloucester) and Hardwicke (Stroud).

Cars
4.10

One particular trend with important implications for the county’s environment in
general and for highways in particular was the sharp increase in the number of
households with cars in the county, with those possessing at least 3 cars
showing the strongest growth.

4.11

Significantly, the levels of car ownership and multiple car ownership in the
county were both above national trends. By 2011, 17.1% of the county’s
households had no access to cars (or vans), 41.8% with 1 car, 30.8% with 2
cars and 10.3% with 3 cars or more. Nationally, the percentage of no cars was
25.6%, and that of 2 or more cars was 32.1%.

4.12

By 2011, there were 353,000 cars or vans belonging to the county’s population,
up 44,300 (i.e. 14.3%) from 2001.

4.13

In general, access to a car was most common in rural areas where public
transport was usually less readily available (Appendix 2). However, previous
analysis of Census 2001 suggested that car ownership among older people, in
particular lone-pensioners, was low even in the remote parts of the county,
which might compound problems in accessing services and combating
loneliness and isolation among this population group.

9

Full House – How Overcrowded Housing Affects Families, Shelter UK
The standards are based on the number of rooms/bedrooms in a household's accommodation, the ages of the household
members and their relationships to each other
10
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4.14

Car ownership was also found to be low in some areas with high
unemployment, which could restrict access to the labour market if accessible,
affordable public transport was not available (See paragraph 7.12).

Main Mode of Travel to Work11
4.15

As car ownership in the county rose, the proportion of people relying on a car to
get to work also increased. In 2011, 65.1% of people in employment drove to
work, rising from 61.5% in 2001. In total, 195,200 people used a car as the
main mode of transport to work, increasing by 27,400 or 16.3% from 2001.

4.16

The biggest percentage increase, however, was among those who walked to
work. The number of people travelling to work on foot was up 19.3% or 5,800
people to a total of 35,900 people in 2011, accounting for 11.9% of those in
work - the second most common mode of transport to work in Gloucestershire.
This contrasted with the trend in cycling, which saw a slight drop in the past
decade.

4.17

The number using public transport to get to work also increased, and now
accounted for 4.2% of all journeys to work. Perhaps surprisingly, the number of
people working mainly from home reduced by more than a quarter, reversing
the trend in 1991-2001 when the number of home-working doubled.
2001
Main Mode of Travel-to-Work

2011

Change 2001-2011

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

167,808

61.5%

195,239

65.1%

+27,431

+16.3%

On foot

30,060

11.0%

35,854

11.9%

+5,794

+19.3%

Working mainly at home

29,220

10.7%

20,995

7.0%

-8,225

-28.1%

Passenger in car/van

17,031

6.2%

15,340

5.1%

-1,691

-9.9%

Bus, minibus or coach

10,499

3.8%

12,496

4.2%

+1,997

+19.0%

Cycling

11,417

4.2%

11,356

3.8%

-61

-0.5%

6,911

2.5%

8,760

2.9%

+1,849

+26.8%

272,946

100.0%

300,040

100.0%

+27,094

+9.9%

Driving a car / van

Other

All people in employment

11

The method of travel used for the longest part, by distance, of the usual journey to work. Only applicable to people in
employment in the week before the census
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5.

THE COMMUNITIES

5.1

The latest Census suggested that some of the communities in the county have
seen changes over the last decade, with implications for the way the council
provides services and works with the communities.

International In-migration and Ethnic Mix
5.2

In common with the national picture, Gloucestershire attracted a steady inflow
of international migration between 1950s and 1980s, and the numbers started
to increase during the 1990s. Since 2004, however, international inward
migration to the county has risen sharply.

5.3

According to the Census 2011, a total of 46,100 usual residents in
Gloucestershire were born outside the UK, representing 7.7% of the total
population (nationally it was 13.4%). Among these, four in ten (18,400 people)
were recent migrants, having arrived since 2004.

5.4

The migration pattern since 2004, which was closely linked to the inflow from
East European countries, has resulted in the ‘White Other’ population in the
county more than doubling between 2001 and 2011, from 9,000 to 18,600.

2.7

By 2011, the largest ethnic groups in Gloucestershire were ‘White British’
(547,000 people), ‘White Other’ (18,600), ‘Asian/Asian British’ (12,400) and
‘Mixed/Multiple Ethnic group’ (8,700). Overall, 4.6 % of the county population
were from Black and Ethnic Minority (BME) backgrounds. The proportion
became 8.4% when all non white-British ethnic groups were included.

5.5

61.8% of international in-migrants in the County had adopted English as their
main language, and were therefore likely to have been as able to access
information as the wider English-speaking population.

5.6

A high proportion of those whose main language was not English were also
found to be proficient in speaking the language. Census data suggested that
overall, 82.2% of those whose main language was not English could speak
English well or very well. A study found that proficiency in English was
positively linked to migrants’ community participation12.

5.7

There were high concentrations of some of the Asian ethnic groups in the
Barton and Tredworth neighbourhood in Gloucester. Between 30% and 33% of
residents from Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi backgrounds lived within the
ward, accounting for 26.4% of the population in the area. This suggests that
any initiatives or services aimed at these communities could be effectively
targeted at the area.

5.8

For 22.6% of residents in Barton and Tredworth, English was not their main
language, by far the highest figure of all wards. However, the Census found

12

Social and Community Participation of Immigrants in Australia, Australian Demographic and Social Research Institute, 2008
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that 72.2% of people in the ward whose main language was not English could
speak English well or very well.
5.9

While there was also a disproportionately large number of people of ‘Other
White’ and ‘Mixed/Multiple ethnic origin’ represented in the Barton and
Tredworth ward, these population groups were not as clustered as the Indian,
Pakistani and Bangladeshi communities, and were more geographically
dispersed.

Growth in Private Renting
5.10

One change taking place in the communities in Gloucestershire was the rising
number of people renting privately and the declining trend in home ownership.
The increased popularity of private renting, which was also evident in the rest of
the country, is likely to be linked to the shortage of affordable housing and a
general decline in job security in the labour market.

5.11

Data released by the latest Census suggests that one in five households
(19.8%) in the county were now renting privately, rising from 12% ten years
ago. By contrast, the number of owner-occupied households accounted for 69%
of all tenure in 2011, decreasing from 74% in 2011.

5.12

For the council, the trend means that in areas of high level of renting, where
population turnover tends to be high, demand for locality- or community-based
services such as school places could become harder to predict. The trend
would also have implications for developing locality projects that would take
time to produce results or require continual commitment from the local
communities.

5.13

Private renting was particularly prevalent in the Lansdown ward in Cheltenham
where half of the households were in privately rented accommodation (50.6%),
followed by St Paul’s (47.3%), also in Cheltenham. Overall, the Census found a
total of eight council wards in Gloucestershire where private renting accounted
for at least a third of households in the area.
Council
Wards
Lansdown
St Paul’s
All Saints
College
Westgate
Riversmeet
Kingsholm and Wotton
Barton and Tredworth

Local
Authority
Cheltenham
Cheltenham
Cheltenham
Cheltenham
Gloucester
Cotswold
Gloucester
Gloucester

%
Private renting
50.6%
47.3%
39.9%
39.9%
38.9%
36.4%
35.5%
33.5%

The Older Communities
5.14

The broader trend of an expanding older population (aged 65+) in the county as
evidenced from the Census 2011 was largely reflected across the
neighbourhoods. Some communities in particular had a large number of older
16

Census Briefing for Commissioners

people, and in some neighbourhoods the proportion well exceeded the county
average of 18.6%.
5.15

The older communities present the council with challenges in meeting specific
socio-economic, environmental and healthcare needs while at the same time
represent a social asset that the council could exploit, as research found that
citizens’ involvement in volunteering and co-production of public services
increases with age13.

5.16

According to the Census, a total of 40 council wards (i.e. 28% of all wards) had
at least 1,000 residents aged 65+, accounting for between 10.4% and 30.7% of
the ward population, with 5 of these wards containing at least 1,500 older
people. There were also 39 council wards (i.e. 27%) containing at least 500
elderly people aged 75+, with 3 of these having 800 or more people aged 75 or
above.
Council
Wards
Hucclecote
Longlevens
Campden-Vale
Winchcombe
Matson and
Robinswood
Painswick
Cirencester Park
Minchinhampton
Tewkesbury Town with
Mitton
Coombe Hill
Bourton-on-the-Water
Prestbury
Beacon-Stow

Local
Authority

No. of 65+
(1,500 or above)

No. of 75+
(800 or above)

Gloucester
Gloucester
Cotswold
Tewkesbury

1,878
1,860
1,808
1,669

871
896
917

Gloucester
Stroud
Cotswold
Stroud

1,562
1,241
959
1,264

Tewkesbury
Tewkesbury
Cotswold
Cheltenham
Cotswold

554
606
1,046
1,463
941

654
683
290
564
778

% 65+
(28% or
above)
21.3%
19.5%
30.7%
26.5%

% 75+
(15% or
above)
9.9%
9.4%
15.6%

15.2%
29.8%
29.1%
29.0%

19.8%
15.7%

28.6%
28.5%
28.5%
28.3%
28.0%

15.0%
15.3%
15.1%

5.17

There is a growing body of evidence that loneliness and isolation aggravate
mental and physical health problems among older people14. By tackling the
issue, not only would some of the health needs be alleviated, it could also help
to create opportunities for older people to participate to the development and
provision of service for their communities.

5.18

A guide published by the Local Government Association cited several recent
national studies suggesting that nationally, between 6 and 13% of older people
often or always feel lonely15. This would translate into between 6,700 and
14,500 older people in the county.

5.19

The studies also suggest that the groups most likely to be socially isolated were
those aged over 80, on a low income, in poor health, living alone, and living in
isolated rural area or in deprived urban communities. So far, available data
from the Census suggests that there were 32,300 people aged 80+ living in the
county, with about 6,600 of these living in the most sparsely populated rural

13

Co-Production, LARCI, 2010
Knowledge Hub, Age UK
15
Combating Loneliness - A Guide to Local Authorities, Local Government Association
14
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wards (less than 1 person per hectare), and another 2,100 living in areas with
the largest concentrations of households on 3 or more deprivation dimensions16
(see paragraphs 5.21 – 5.24). Further mapping is being planned by the council
to identify those most at risk.

Deprived Communities
5.20

Using data collected, the Census was able to provide a measure of households
in deprivation for the first time. The measure was based on data from four
groups of questions (or dimensions) in the Census: employment, education,
health and disability, and housing17.

5.21

The data is a direct measure of deprivation, which differs from Indices of
Multiple Deprivation which provide modelled score and ranking. A household is
classified as being deprived in none, or one to four of these dimensions in any
combination, meaning that the information can be used to identify and target
communities with concentrations of households or families with multiple needs.

5.22

In total, just under a third of the households in the county (32.1%) were
deprived on one dimension, 16.0% on two dimensions. A further 3.6%, i.e.
9,330 households were found to be deprived on at least 3 dimensions, with 800
of these deprived on all four dimensions.

5.23

Appendix 3 shows a map of council wards that had the greatest concentrations
of households with multiple needs (i.e. deprived on at least 3 dimensions).
Among the 27 council wards that contained at least 100 such households, 9
were in Gloucester, 9 in Cheltenham, and 3 each in the Forest, Stroud and
Tewkesbury. Altogether they accounted for over half of all households with
multiple deprivations in the county (51.9%).

16

Council wards where the % of households deprived on 3+ dimensions were twice the county average
The 4 dimensions: 1. Employment (any member of a household not a full-time student is either unemployed or long-term sick);
2. Education (no person in the household has at least level 2 education, and no person aged 16-18 is a full-time student); 3. Health
and disability (any person in the household has general health ‘bad or very bad’ or has a long term health problem), and 4.
Housing (Household's accommodation is ether overcrowded, with an occupancy rating -1 or less, or is in a shared dwelling, or has
no central heating).
17
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6.

Children, Young People and Families

Number of Children and Young People
6.1

The Census revealed that there were a total of 106,800 children aged 0-15
living in Gloucestershire in 2011, falling by 4,700 people or 4.2% from 2001. By
2011, children aged 0-15 accounted for 17.9% of the county population, lower
than the proportion in England and Wales (18.8%).

6.2

By contrast, the number of young people aged 16-19 increased over the period
2011-2011, by 3,800 people (i.e. an increase of 14.5%). By 2011, there were
26,100 young people aged 16-19 in the county, taking the total number of 0-19
year-olds in the county to 136,600 on the Census day, representing 22.9% of
the county population.

Number of Children and Young People

Proportion of Children and Young People

0-3

4-10

11-15

16-19

0-3

4-10

11-15

16-19

0-19 Total

26,628

44,788

35,335

29,837

136,588

19.5%

32.8%

25.9%

21.8%

100.0%

Cheltenham

5,233

8,019

6,472

6,208

25,932

20.2%

30.9%

25.0%

23.9%

100.0%

Cotswold

3,065

5,880

4,798

3,859

17,602

17.4%

33.4%

27.3%

21.9%

100.0%

Forest of Dean

3,250

5,813

4,951

4,457

18,471

17.6%

31.5%

26.8%

24.1%

100.0%

Gloucester

6,663

10,072

7,422

6,372

30,529

21.8%

33.0%

24.3%

20.9%

100.0%

Stroud

4,763

8,815

6,950

5,427

25,955

18.4%

34.0%

26.8%

20.9%

100.0%

Tewkesbury

3,654

6,189

4,742

3,514

18,099

20.2%

34.2%

26.2%

19.4%

100.0%

Gloucestershire

0-19 Total

Families/Households with Dependent Children18
6.3

There were a total of 68,500 families or households in Gloucestershire with
dependent children in 2011, rising by 1,350 (or 2.0%) since 2001.

6.4

The Census confirmed the well documented changes in family or household
types in the past decade, namely a trend towards the less traditional family
structure, with implications for the council in working with children and their
families.

6.5

Over the 10-year period to 2011, the number of married or civil partnership
couples with dependent children in Gloucestershire reduced, by 3,150 (down
7.3%), while the number of cohabiting couples and single parents with
dependent children rose, by 2,550 (up 32.6%) and 1,000 (up 8.2%)
respectively.

18

A dependent child in the Census is defined as a person aged 0-15 in a household (whether or not in a family) or aged 16-18 in
full-time education and living in a family with his or her parent(s). It does not include any children who have a spouse, partner or
child living in the household.
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6.6

Of particular significance was the increase in the number of ‘other household
types’ that consisted of dependent children. These ‘other households’ included
those containing children who were living there in foster care arrangements, in
kinship arrangements, living with friends or in other agreements. Between 2001
and 2011, the number of such households increased by 1,000 or 25.4%.

6.7

By 2011, the number of families with dependent children in Gloucestershire
included 40,200 married/civil partnership couple families, in comparison with
13,100 single parent families, 10,400 cohabiting couple families and 4,800
other household types.

6.8

Data released so far from the Census has not provided the number of
dependent children for each type of households, which might become available
later this year.

6.9

In addition to children living in a private household, there were also children
accommodated in a communal establishment but the Census has not yet
released this data. Information from the previous Census indicated that in 2001,
1,100 children aged 0-15 in Gloucestershire lived in a communal establishment.

Out-of-Work Families with Dependent Children
6.10

Research shows that children whose families are out-of-work are at greater risk
of experiencing child poverty as well as other difficulties associated with family
hardship19.

6.10

According to the Census, there were a total of 6,320 households in
Gloucestershire with dependent children where no adults were in employment.
They represented 9.2% of all households with dependent children in the county,
well below the national average of 14.5%.

6.11

The numbers of out-of-work households with dependent children were the
highest in Gloucester (1,830) and Cheltenham (1,420), altogether accounting
for more than half (51.4%) of such households in Gloucestershire. Appendix 4
shows the geographical prevalence of these households.

Out-of-Work Young People
6.12

The Census counted nearly 4,000 young people aged 16-24 in the county who
were actively seeking work but unable to find one, and were therefore
considered as unemployed for Census purposes20. They represented more
than a quarter (27.7%) of all unemployed people on the Census day.

6.13

The number was about 1,500 more than the official unemployed claimant
counts for the same age group in the same month21, suggesting that any local

19

Barnardo’s
A person aged 16 to 74 is classified as unemployed if they are not in employment, are available to start work in the next two
weeks, and either looked for work in the last four weeks or are waiting to start a new job
20

21

Claimant Count, March 2011, NOMIS
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support schemes specifically tailored for the registered young unemployed
might not have reached this ‘hidden’ group of young people.

Children and Families with a Long-Term Health Problem or Disability
6.14

Children with a long-term health problem or disability not only experience daily
difficulties due to ill health, a survey in the county also found them to be more
likely to suffer from bullying, crime and self-harm, and less likely to continue in
education22.

6.15

The latest Census suggested that 3,200 children aged 0-15 in the county had a
long-term limiting illness or disability, equating to 3.0% of the age group. The
figures were lower than those from the last Census in 2001, which recorded
3,900 children and a proportion of 3.5%.

6.16

Census data has been published on the latest number of families or households
with dependent children where at least one person had a long-term health
problem or disability. The information could help identify the scale of support
that might be required for children and their families, as studies show that
children with parents or siblings who have a long-term illness or disability are
more likely to experience child poverty23. They are also at a disadvantage if
they take on caring responsibilities24.

6.17

The Census showed that in Gloucestershire, a total of 9,400 families or
households with at least one person having a long-term health problem or
disability consisted of dependent children. This represented 13.7% of all
households with dependent children. It should be noted that the figures
included those households where the person concerned was the child
themselves.

6.18

The numbers of these households were the highest in Gloucester (2,290
households), Stroud (1,760) and Cheltenham (1,539).

22

Online Pupil Survey 2012 Summary Report 2012, Strategic Need Analysis, Gloucestershire County Council
Barnardo’s
24
Online Pupil Survey 2012 Summary Report 2012, Strategic Need Analysis, Gloucestershire County Council
23
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7.

Working in Gloucestershire

7.1

The Census captured the economic activities of Gloucestershire residents on
the Census day, providing a detailed snapshot of the economic base, the local
workforce and the distribution of economic wellbeing across communities in the
county.

Gloucestershire’s Workforce
7.2

The Census counted a total of 437,100 usual residents who were aged 16-74 in
the county. Of these, 72.4% were economically active and 27.6% economically
inactive25. The equivalent figures for England and Wales were 69.7% and
30.3% respectively.

7.3

Among those who were economically active (i.e. 316,600 people), 91.2% were
in employment, 4.5% were unemployed and 4.3% were economically active
students. Nationally, the comparative figures were 88.8%, 6.3% and 4.9%
respectively.

7.4

The number of unemployed people recorded in the Census26, at 14,200 people,
was significantly higher than the official claimant count in the same month of
9,400 people27. This would suggest that about 4,800 local people had not been
captured in the eligibility-based statistics on unemployment. When detailed
Census data are released later this year, it might be possible to establish where
the biggest discrepancies were so that any future initiatives could target the
‘hidden’ unemployed groups effectively.

7.5

The Census revealed that while retirement was the reason for 53.9% of those
who became economically inactive, 11.1% of the inactive population withdrew
from the labour market due to illness or a disability, underlining the economic
impact of health on individuals as well as the local economy in general.

7.6

The Census also indicated that although the county’s workforce was better
qualified than nationally, with 29.9% of people attaining at least level 4
qualifications compared to 27.2% in England and Wales, the proportion of its
workforce employed in the top three job categories on skill level28, at 40.9%,
was average.

7.7

A similar trend could also be seen at the other end of the spectrum. While the
proportion of people in the county with no qualifications was considerably lower
than the national level (19.6% v.s. 22.7%), the difference in the proportions in
elementary occupations was less apparent (10.3% v.s. 11.1%).

25

For definitions please go to http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-286348
A person aged 16 to 74 is classified as unemployed if they are not in employment, are available to start work in the next two
weeks, and either looked for work in the last four weeks or are waiting to start a new job
27
Claimant Count, March 2011, NOMIS
28
These were 1. Managers, Directors and Senior Officials; 2. Professional occupations; 3. Associate professional and Technical
occupations
26
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The Economic Base
7.8

It was clear from the Census that the county’s economic base revolved around
service industries which employed 219,500 people in 2011, equivalent to 73.2%
of people in employment.

7.9

The most dominant service industry was the public sector29 which employed
85,600 people (28.5% of all employment) on the Census day, followed by
wholesale and retailing (46,200 people, i.e. 15.4%). The manufacturing industry
accounted for 11.2% of the county’s employment, declining from 17.5% in
2001. The county’s industrial profile was broadly similar to the national picture
except that it had a relatively strong manufacturing sector compared to
nationally (11.2% vs 8.9%).

7.10

While the county would be well placed to capitalise on the potential growth
currently predicted for aerospace, pharmaceuticals and knowledge-intensive
business services30, local economic strategies would be required to counteract
the effect of the potential downturn in the public sector particularly in
Cheltenham, Gloucester and Tewkesbury where there was a relatively high
reliance on public sector for employment.

Economic Disparities
7.11

As with the rest of the country, Gloucestershire was between two major
recessions and experiencing low economic growth when the Census took
place. While the county’s economy generally fared better than the national
average, some of its areas experienced much higher levels of unemployment
and economic inactivity.

7.12

Unemployment levels were particularly high in Matson and Robinswood, Barton
and Tredworth, Podsmead and Oakley where the level of unemployment was
twice as high as the county average. In some of these areas, high
unemployment co-existed with high incidences of no qualifications and lack of
access to a car, which could further entrench the economic vicious circle in
these communities.
% Unemployed

29
30

County average

County

4.5%

% People aged 16+
with No
Qualifications
19.6%

Matson and Robinswood
Barton and Tredworth
Podsmead
Oakley
Tewkesbury Prior's Park
Hesters Way
Slade
Cinderford West
Westgate
Lydney East
Cinderford East

Gloucester
Gloucester
Gloucester
Cheltenham
Tewkesbury
Cheltenham
Stroud
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Forest of Dean
Forest of Dean

9.4%
9.3%
9.3%
9.0%
8.5%
8.3%
8.3%
8.0%
8.0%
7.9%
7.5%

32.2%
25.8%
32.9%
34.1%
27.2%
23.2%
21.3%
30.8%
20.7%
30.2%
30.2%

% Households
without Access to
Car
17.1%
33.5%
40.4%
33.9%
34.8%
28.2%
30.2%
24.6%
25.4%
40.0%
22.8%
22.6%

These comprise 1. Public Administration and Defence, Social Security; 2. Education; 3. Human Health and Social Work
UK’s Economic Strengths, CBI, 2013
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St Mark's
Coleford Central
Moreland
Central
Farmhill and Paganhill
Littledean and Ruspidge
Cirencester Watermoor
St Peter's
Springbank

7.13

Cheltenham
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Stroud
Stroud
Forest of Dean
Cotswold
Cheltenham
Cheltenham

7.3%
7.1%
7.1%
6.8%
6.3%
6.3%
6.2%
6.0%
6.0%

24.6%
30.3%
25.5%
18.1%
23.2%
26.4%
22.0%
18.5%
26.5%

29.6%
23.4%
28.8%
29.6%
25.5%
13.2%
26.7%
28.7%
21.9%

There were also areas with high levels of economic inactivity as a result of a
long-term illness or disability. These were Podsmead, Kingsholm and Wotton,
Matson and Robinswood and Westgate in Gloucester, Oakley and St Mark’s in
Cheltenham, and Valley and Central in Stroud, where at least one in five
economically inactive people withdrew from the labour market due to a longterm illness or disability, compared to the county average of 11.1%.
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8.

Health and Care

8.1

The Census was the only primary data that captured the state of health and
disability of the whole population in Gloucestershire through self-reporting. It
provided information on people’s own assessment of health, which could be
used to inform commissioning of public health and care support services.

8.2

The Census was also the only source of information on all carers in the
communities. The information will enable a better understanding of the need of
carers to inform commissioning decisions on providing appropriate support.

8.3

The briefing below sets out the key messages from the data released so far.
More detailed Census data on a wide range of socio-demographic and
economic characteristics of health, disability and carers in the population is
expected later this year.

General Health31
8.4

In Gloucestershire, a total of 20,770 people considered themselves in bad
health and a further 5,780 in very bad health, equivalent to 3.5% and 1.0% of
the population respectively. This compared with the England and Wales
averages of 4.3% and 1.3% respectively.

8.5

There were some considerable variations in health outcomes among districts.
Overall, people in Cotswold had the best health performance with 83.9%
reporting being in good or very good health and 3.8% in bad or very bad health.
By contrast, Gloucester and the Forest had the smallest proportions of people
in good or very good health (82.0% and 80.1%) and the largest proportions in
bad or very bad health (4.9% and 5.4%).

8.6

Wide health gaps also existed at local level. High proportions of people in poor
health were found in some wards where more than 6.5% of residents were in
bad or very bad health. They were Coleford Central, Lydney East, Coleford
East and Mitcheldean and Drybrook in the Forest, Podsmead, Matson and
Robinswood and Tuffley in Gloucester, and Oakley in Cheltenham. In
Rissingtons (Cotswold) and Ashchurch with Walton Cardiff (Tewkesbury), the
proportion was 1.8%, the lowest in the county.

Disability and Limiting Long-Term Illness32
8.7

The Census revealed that the overall prevalence of a limiting long-term illness
(LLTI) or disability in the county was below national level, and particularly so for
the most limiting conditions. This is significant given that the age structure of
the county was older than the national average (See paragraph 3.9).

31

The Census asked ‘How is your general health in general?’
The Census asked ‘Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?’
32
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8.8

In total, 43,300 people in Gloucestershire reported having a limiting long-term
illness or disability that limited their day-to-day activities ‘a lot’, and a further
56,500 people had the condition that limited their activities ‘a little’. They
represented 7.3% and 9.5% respectively of the county’s population. The
equivalent national figures were 8.5% and 9.4%.

8.9

Although the prevalence in the county was below national average, the number
of people with the conditions was rising faster than the population growth over
the same period: 9.4% compared to 5.7%. Furthermore, the overall proportion
of the county’s population with a limiting long-term illness or disability also
increased between 2001 and 2011, from 16.1% to 16.8%.

8.10

Evidence from the Census suggested that this phenomenon was largely due to
a sharp increase in the older population combined with an increase in
prevalence rate among the over-75s during the period. The increasing
prevalence among the 75+ was likely to be linked to a growing number of
elderly people living longer with long term illness or disability. By contrast, the
proportion of the under-75s who had a long term illness or disability fell.
Proportion of people with Limiting Long-Term Illness by Age

Age 0 to 15

Age 16 to
24

Age 25 to
34

Age 35 to
49

Age 50 to
64

Age 65 to
74

Age 75 to
84

Age 85 and
over

2001

3.5%

5.0%

6.6%

9.6%

19.9%

34.5%

51.7%

69.7%

2011

3.0%

4.7%

6.0%

9.6%

18.0%

32.9%

57.4%

81.8%

8.11

More than a third (38%) of people with a long-term illness that limited their
activities a lot were aged between 16 and 64, with economic implications for the
individuals as well as the county. Separate Census results suggested that
11.1% of the county’s economically inactive population became inactive
because of an illness or disability (see paragraph 7.13).

8.12

The Census further indicated that people from a lower socio-economic class33
were not only more likely to have poor health or long-term conditions than the
higher socio-economic groups, they also started to have health problems
younger, suggesting that early public health interventions would be particularly
beneficial to these economic groups.

8.13

Geographical gaps in prevalence of disability or long-term conditions were more
profound than in the case of general health, suggesting that health inequalities
were widest in the more serious cases. Prevalence rates of illness or disabilities
that limited activities ‘a lot’ exceeded 10% in 9 council wards (Coleford Central,
Podsmead, Kingsholm and Wotton, Tuffley, Shurdington, Mitcheldean and
Drybrook, Lydney East, Badgeworth, and Newnham and Westbury), compared
to 2.5% in Ashchurch with Walton Cardiff.

33

Those who were unemployed, never worked or in routine occupations
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Carers
8.14

The Census found a total of 62,600 people in the county who reported that they
looked after or gave help or support to family members, friends, neighbours or
others because of long-term ill health or disability or problem related to old age.
This was equivalent to 10.5% of the population, similar to the national average
of 10.3%. Compared to 2001, the number of carers increased by 7,100, more
than doubled the growth in the general population (12.8% vs. 5.7%).

8.15

The majority (69.6%) of these informal carers provided care of less than 20
hours a week but nearly one in five carers (19.5%) provided at least 50 hours a
week. Importantly, the proportion providing care for long hours increased from
17% in 2001.

8.16

The latest Census data on age and other characteristics of these carers have
not yet been published. However, previous analysis of the Census 2001 data
suggested that:


Only 30 per cent of the county’s households where someone had a LLTI
had an informal carer in 2001. The largest gaps in provision were in
pensioner households.



The majority of carers were of working age (78%). One in five carers were
pensioners. There were around 850 young carers in 2001 with most of
these aged between 12 and 15.



Care provision was most prevalent among people aged 45-64. However,
elderly carers were most likely to carry out long hours of care than other
age groups.



Impact of care on carers’ health was evident across all ages especially
among the youngest carers. Economic inactivity rate was also higher
among carers (of working age) compared to their working-age counterparts
in the county population.

Population in Healthcare Establishments
8.17

According to the Census 2011, there were a total of 5,050 usual residents in
Gloucestershire living in a medical and care establishment on the Census day.
This was the same level as in 2001.

8.18

The large majority of these lived in a care home, including 2,270 people who
lived in a care home with nursing and 1,900 in one without nursing.

8.19

More information will be available on these residents when detailed data is
released. Previous Census in 2001 suggests that 92.1% of residents in medical
and care establishments in Gloucestershire had a limiting long-term illness or
disability.
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Appendix 1: Population Density in Gloucestershire

Appendix 2: Proportion of Households with Access to a Car
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Appendix 3: Number of Households Deprived in 3 or More Dimensions

Appendix 4: Proportion of Out-of-Work Households with Dependent Children
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