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Merseyside Jewish Community Census 2011 
Analysis and Results Technical Report – May 2012 (release 1) 

 
1 Introduction 
 

The Merseyside Jewish Representative Council has carried out a census of the Merseyside 
Jewish Community to provide a snapshot of Our Community in 2011, and provide 
information to help us plan for the future.   It was timed to coincide with the Government’s 
National Census and to supplement the general information which will be published by the 
government in due course (probably during 2013).   This report describes the conduct of the 
census and presents analysis of the returns.   It provides a detailed assessment of the 
results.   A results summary report, focusing on the final results is also being produced. 
 
2 The Census 
 

The census was carried out during 2011.  Unlike the National Census which was 
undertaken on a specific date, the community census remained open for a significant 
period.   Indeed, the first returns were received on 20 March 2012, and the final response 
was received on 7 December 2012.    The census was distributed in two formats – as a 
paper form (see Appendix A), and on-line.   The on-line version included the same 
questions as the paper version, but directed respondents to the appropriate questions 
depending on answers to earlier questions.   The on-line version was hosted via Kwik 
Surveys (www.kwiksurveys.co.uk); by permitting advertisements to appear within the 
census, no charges were incurred in setting up or operating the on-line census.   The cost 
of paper and printing for the paper-version were kindly met by a member of the community, 
allowing the census to be carried out without cost to any community organisation. 
 

The census was publicised via the Community (electronic) Newsletter/magazine, via the 
community email circulation, and via an email list compiled by the Demographics Officer.   
The paper version was enclosed in the synagogues’ Pesach mailing, in a King David 
Foundation mailing during June, and with the MJRC’s Year Book circulation in September.    
The census could be completed on-line at www.repcouncil.co.uk; it could be returned by 
post or by hand to Shifrin House; it could be ‘posted’ in a collection box at Roseman’s 
delicatessen; or it could be scanned and emailed to repcouncil@hotmail.co.uk. 
 

By the closing date, 388 unique responses had been received: 198 on-line; 150 via Shifrin 
House; 34 via Roseman’s; and 6 scanned/emailed.   In addition, a number of duplicate 
submissions were made – some of these were submitted by different members of the same 
household, though the long ‘open’ period of the census meant that a number of people may 
have forgotten that they had already completed a return or, in some cases, information was 
expanded or updated.   A small group of people appeared to suffer an incompatibility 
between their computer systems and the Kwik Surveys website, and could not proceed 
beyond the first ‘page’ of the on-line survey; however, all but two of these ultimately 
managed to submit a completed response.  Of the 388 unique responses, 5 were excluded 
as they originated from addresses well outside of the Merseyside area (from London, 
Manchester, and Southport), and 7 were too incomplete to be used.   The remaining 376 (of 
which 372 were complete or almost so, and 4 were partially complete) were taken forward 
to the analysis stage.  The 376 ‘households’ covered by these returns include 812 persons. 
 

In addition to these returns, Stapely provided a list of ages by gender for their residents, 
allowing 51 further persons to be included in some of the analysis.   It is important to be 
clear that no names or personal information allowing any individuals to be identified was 
made available.   In total, therefore, the returns covered 376 households and 863 
individuals. 
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3 Overall Population 
 

In order to determine whether the number of questionnaires returned was sufficient for the 
results to be considered statistically reliable, and to allow them to be expanded to be 
representative of the community as a whole, an assessment had to be made of the overall 
size of Our Community.   The Merseyside Jewish Representative Council represents the 
communities of Liverpool, Wirral, and Chester, and the census was intended to cover the 
same area.   (Note – Southport has its own community bodies, and is regarded as outside 
of the area of interest insofar as this census is concerned).   For the purposes of analysis of 
the census, the area of geographic interest has been taken to be the following postcode 
districts – CH1 to CH4 (Chester), CH41 to CH66 (Wirral and Ellesmere Port/Neston), and 
L1 to L36 (Liverpool, Knowsley, and south Sefton). 
 

Four sources were used to assess the approximate number of Jewish households in each 
of the postcode districts in this catchment area:   information collected as part of the 2001 
National Census (data from the 2011 National Census not yet being available); the address 
list (without names) used to distribute the MJRC Year Book; postcode information from the 
community census returns themselves; and data on the number of pupils (NOT addresses) 
at the King David Schools.   The processes involved in estimating the number of 
households in each postcode district, and the derivation of expansion factors to allow the 
census return sample to represent the community as a whole, are set out in Appendix B. 
  

The conclusion of that analysis is that the Merseyside Jewish Community (as defined above 
and in the Appendix) consists of 1100 households and 2200 individuals.  The census thus 
received useable information about just under 35% of households and just under 40% of 
individuals.   The census returns include a reasonable geographic, age, and type of 
household spread of participants and can thus be considered to provide a suitable base 
from which projections for Our Community at large can be developed.    In the analysis and 
results which follow, some results are presented in terms of the 376 households who took 
part; where appropriate and helpful to do so, the results for our sample have been 
expanded to provide estimates for Our 1100 household Community.  In a number of cases, 
the results for Our Community have been compared with equivalent data for England (or 
England & Wales) as a whole. 
 
4 A Snapshot of Our Community in 2011 
 

4.1 How old are we and how many of us are there?  (Age Distribution by Gender) 
 

Table 1 below sets out the age distribution by gender for census respondents; the table also 
presents an expansion of that data to cover Our Community as a whole.   To set our figures 
in context, equivalent figures taken from the 2001 National Census are shown for the City of 
Liverpool (all people), for all Jewish people in England, and for the population of England as 
a whole.    
 

The size of Our Community is estimated as 2200 persons, made up of about 975 males and 
1225 females.  The 56% female proportion is high (the equivalent figure for England as a 
whole for 2010 is 51%; source: Office for National Statistics, mid-2010 Population Estimates, England, 

Table 4).  There is no clear explanation for this, though there does seem to be a small bias in 
favour of girls being born in Our Community, whereas across England as a whole, more 
boys are born than girls (see later).  The longer life expectancy for women (again, see later) 
is also not sufficient to explain the difference.      Each of these factors would explain part of 
the difference and in addition, men marrying out (and possibly men who remain single) are 
more likely to be ‘lost’ to the community than women in the same position.   
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Table 1 - How old are we and how many of us are there?  (Age Distribution by Gender)

Age Range All People in Jewish All People in

(Years) Liverpool People in England

England

(2001 Census) (2001 Census) (2001 Census)

Male Female Total Male Female

0-4 16 13 30 35 35 70 3% 6% 5% 6%

5-9 19 16 40 35 35 70 3% 6% 5% 6%

10-14 20 20 41 40 40 80 4% 7% 5% 7%

15-19 10 24 34 40 60 100 5% 8% 5% 6%

20-24 12 20 32 25 35 60 3% 8% 6% 6%

25-29 8 1 9 20 10 30 1% 7% 6% 7%

30-34 3 10 13 15 25 40 2% 7% 6% 8%

35-39 13 21 34 40 50 90 4% 7% 7% 8%

40-44 20 14 35 45 35 80 4% 7% 6% 7%

45-49 14 21 35 30 40 70 3% 6% 6% 6%

50-54 18 16 34 45 35 80 4% 6% 8% 7%

55-59 29 32 61 85 95 180 8% 5% 6% 6%

60-64 38 41 79 110 110 220 10% 5% 5% 5%

65-69 38 45 84 110 120 230 10% 5% 5% 4%

70-74 34 41 75 90 130 220 10% 4% 5% 4%

75-79 23 42 65 75 135 210 10% 3% 5% 3%

80-84 30 38 68 70 100 170 8% 2% 4% 2%

85-89 22 32 54 40 80 120 5% 1% 3% 1%

90-94 4 10 14 20 40 60 3% 0% 1%

95 & + 3 12 16 5 15 20 1% 0% 0%

not stated 2 6 10

TOTAL 376* 475* 863 975 1225 2200 100% 100% 100% 100%

Average Age 54 56 37 43 39

*  The gender of 12 respondents Source: 2001 Census , Office for Nationa l  Stati s tics

    could not be determined Standard Ta bles  S1 and  S149

2%

All People

Community

Census

Respondents

2011

Our 

Projection for

Community

2011

 
 

The age distribution in Our Community is very much biased towards the older end of the 
spectrum.  Indeed, there is a clear distinction between the numbers in each age group 
between 35 and 55 years (about 80 people in each 5-year age band) and between 60 and 
80 years (about 220 people in each 5-year age group).  This step change may be due to 
the large growth in the proportion of our school leavers going to college elsewhere during 
the 1970s (and not returning on completing their studies) – certainly, only 7 of the (Jewish) 
cohort finishing their sixth-form education at the King David High School in 1969 (who are 
now aged 61) went to college or university outside of the area, whereas by the end of the 
1970s the proportion was much larger.   
 

The true extent of the difference in age distribution between Our Community and England 
as a whole is more clearly illustrated in Chart 1 – which compares the age distribution of 
Our Community with that of the whole of England.    It shows that in a reasonably ‘stable’ 
population (England), each 5 year band up to age 60 contributes 6% to 8% of the 
population, gradually reducing for older age groups.  For Our Community, each 5 years 
group up to age 20 constitutes only about 4% of the total, with an even smaller contribution 
for the 20 to 50 age bands.   However, the over 60s make up a significantly greater 
proportion of Our Community, indeed in all over 60 age groups the proportion is at least 
twice that in the wider community.   The overall age ‘bias’ (arising through young adults 
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leaving the area – see later) is reflected in the large difference in average age – 56 for Our 
Community, but only 39 for England as a whole. 
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4.2 How do we live?   (Household Types) 
 

Each household returning a questionnaire has been categorised using similar groupings as 
used in the (2001) National Census.   This data has been expanded to represent the whole 
of Our Community, and compared with national data, and presented in Table 2.   A 
comparison between Our Community and England as a whole is presented graphically in 
Chart 2. 
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Table 2 - How do we live?   (Household Types)

Household Type Community All Jewish All

Census Housholds Households Households

Respondents in Liverpool in England in England

2011 (2001 Census) (2001 Census) (2001 Census)

(Households)

One Person Households 117 450 41% 37% 36% 30%

Pensioner (age 65 and over) 94 370 33% 16% 19% 14%

Other (age 64 and younger) 20 80 7% 21% 17% 16%

Age not specified 3

Couples with No Children at Home 157 410 37% 17% 26% 27%

Pensioner couple (average age 65 and over) 106 270 25% 6% 12% 9%

Other couple (average age 64 and under) 50 130 12% 11% 15% 18%

Age not specified couple 1

Couples with child(ren) at home 80 190 17% 22% 25% 27%

with 1 child aged 18 or under at home 19 60 5% 6% 7% 8%

with 2 or more children aged 18 or under 43 90 8% 9% 13% 13%

with only child(ren) aged 19 or older 18 50 4% 6% 5% 6%

Lone parent with child(ren) at home 12 30 3% 16% 6% 9%

with 1 child aged 18 or under at home 7 20 2% 6% 2% 3%

with 2 or more children aged 18 or under 4 10 1% 6% 1% 3%

with only child(ren) aged 19 and older 1 < 5 0% 5% 2% 3%

Other households with child(ren) at home 5 10 1% 3% 2% 2%

with 1 child aged 18 or under at home 4 10 1% 1% 1% 1%

with 2 or more children aged 18 or under 1 < 5 0% 1% 1% 1%

Other household types 5 10 1% 5% 5% 4%

All Students 2 - 0%* 1% 1% 0%

All Pensioners 0 < 5 0% 1% 1% 0%

with only child(ren) 19 and older 3 10 1% 4% 4% 4%

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 376 1100 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: 2001 Census , Offi ce for National  Stati s ti cs

*  insuffcient data available to project the number of relevant student households  Standard Table S151

Projection for

Our 

Community

2011

(Households)

 
 

Both table and chart clearly demonstrate the much higher proportion of single person 
households (41% compared with 30%) and more specifically, people aged over 65 living 
alone (one third of households in our community, compared with 14% in England as a 
whole) in Our Community.   Similarly, couples with no children at home make up 37% of 
Our Community households (compared with 27% elsewhere).   Conversely, couples with 
children at home are less common in Our Community (17%) than in England as a whole 
(27%). 
 

Whilst these differences largely complement the differences in age distribution, it is worth 
noting that single parent households make up a smaller proportion of households with 
children than in the wider community, suggesting that relationships in Our Community are 
generally more stable.    
 

4.3 Where do we live?   (Residence by Postcode) 
 

Postcode information from our census returns, together with information used in Appendix 
B, has been used to project the geographic distribution of the 1100 households in Our 
Community.   This information is set out in Table 3 and shown graphically in Chart 3.   More 
information about the distribution of Our Community is included in Appendix C.
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Table 3 - Where do we live?   (Residence by Postcode)

Proportion of Average ALL Jewish  

Merseyside Jewish Households Households

Jewish Household in this area* as Proportion

Households Size of all

Area Postcode (People) (Households) (People) (Households)

living in this 

area (Persons) (2001 Census)

Households 

in Area

Liverpool South-

East L15 to L19, & L25 763 328 1775 880 80% 2.02 62437 1.41%

     L18     
Mossley Hill, Calderstones, 

Allerton
334 137 695 345 31% 1.86 10058 3.44%

     L25     
Woolton, Gateacre, 

Gateacre Pk
161 71 410 200 18% 2.07 15064 1.31%

     L16     Childwall 102 44 230 110 10% 2.11 5755 1.88%

     L15     Wavertree, Beauclair Dr 74 29 225 100 9% 2.23 11519 0.89%

     L17     Sefton Pk, Aigburth 72 40 155 100 9% 1.54 10488 0.95%

     L19     Grassendale 20 7 60 25 2% 2.33 9553 0.27%

Inner Liverpool L1, L3, L7, & L8 7 5 45 30 2.8% 1.41 25134 0.12%

Chester CH1 to CH4 15 9 30 20 1.9% 1.48 52403 0.04%

Wallasey CH44 & CH45 6 3 35 20 1.9% 1.73 25443 0.08%

Birkenhead West CH43 & CH49 12 6 35 20 1.7% 1.73 28005 0.07%

Hoylake & West Kirby CH47 & CH48 5 3 35 15 1.4% 2.09 10987 0.14%

Crosby L23 7 3 35 15 1.4% 2.15 12475 0.12%

Other Merseyside Areas 48 19 210 100 9% 2.10 323639 0.03%

TOTAL 863 376 2200 1100 100% 1.95 540523 0.20%

*  Source: 2001 Cens us , Office for Nationa l  Stati s tics

     Key Stati s tics  for Pos tcode Sectors  Table PCP3, and Postcode Headcounts  v2.1

Projection for

Our 

Community

2011

Community

Census

Respondents

2011
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The table shows that L18 addresses contribute the largest proportion of the community, 
with the SE Liverpool area (L15 to L19, plus L25) accommodating about 880 of the 1100 
households.   Other groups of 15 to 30 households exist in Inner Liverpool, Chester, 
Wallasey, Birkenhead West, Hoylake & West Kirby, and Crosby.   Of the order of 100 other 
households are scattered across the rest of the Merseyside area. 
 

L18 (Mossley Hill, 

Calderstones, Allerton)      

345

L25 (Woolton, Gateacre, 

Gateacre Pk)      200
L16 (Childwall)      110

L15 (Wavertree, Beauclair 

Dr)      100

L17 (Sefton Pk, 

Aigburth)     100

L19 (Grassendale)  25

Inner Liverpool 30

Chester 20

Wallasey 20

Birkenhead West 20

Hoylake & West Kirby 15
Crosby 15

Other Merseyside Areas 

100

Chart 3 - Geographic Distribution of Community Households 2011
 

 
4.4 Were we brought up locally?   (Main adults in each household) 
 

Part of our census questionnaire sought to find out how many of the adults in our 
community were brought up elsewhere and why people have moved here – in part to 
ascertain how others might be encouraged to move here in the future.   During the analysis 
stage, certain responses were modified such that anyone moving to the local area below 
the age of about 10 (and who thus had little influence over the decision to move here, and 
spent their adolescence here) is regarded as being brought up locally for the purposes of 
our analysis. 
 

Table 4 summarises the data on the basic split of remotely and locally brought up adults.   
The table is presented by the current age group into which the main adults in the household 
belong, and it shows the results for households with one adult separately from those with 
two.  (Two adult households may, of course, be ‘mixed’ – one party having been brought up 
locally and the other remotely, whereas single adult households are either local or remote). 
 

The age bands have been selected to ensure sufficient numbers of households in each 
group for reliability of the responses – hence a 15 year band (for age 25-39), 10 year bands 
for those in their 40s and 50s, with 5 year bands for 60 years and upwards – reflecting the 
age profile of Our Community.    The left part of the table shows the split of households who 
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Table 4 - Were we brought up locally?   (Main adults in each household)

Age Range 1 or 2 adult Total No. of %age %age

of Main Adults households Locally Mixed Elsewhere Households Locally ElsewhereNot stated Total brought up Locally Elsewhere Total brought up

(years) locally locally

1 4 2

2 5 11 5

1 6 3

2 * 15 9 5 **

1 10

2 20 17 5 **

1 7 3

2 * 22 8 4

1 10 3

2 * 18 8 4

1 10 2

2 * 19 5 7

1 15 4

2 13 7 3

1 16 7

2 12 3 2

1 19 10

2 4 1 1

1 2 ***

2 1

1 99 0 34

2 128 70 36

Notes   * - age group inlcudes one 2 adult household where one adult was locally brought up but no information was provided for the second adult

** - age group inlcudes one 2 adult household where one adult was brougth up elsewhere but no information was provided for the second adult

*** - group inlcudes a 1 adult household where location of bringing up was not provided

(excludes 2 all student households - all brought up remotely)

1700 70%

160 74%

95 55 150 63%

140 64%

190 70 260 72%

165 55 220 76%

Community Census Respondents 2011 (Households) Community Census Respondents 2011 (People)

Projection for Our Community 2011                              

(Main adults in Households only)

Number of Adults brought up -

65 65 130 49%27 52%

Household Type (where brought up)
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50-59

40-49
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age not stated

all ages

60-64

85 & +

80-84
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65-69

374 429 178 7 614

220 76%

210 70%
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0
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1
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1
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14
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19

1

2

0

1

48
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48
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28

23
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responded to the census in each age group (between local, remote, or mixed); the central 
section summarises the same data in terms of individual adults (rather than households); 
and the rightmost part of the table projects the information derived from census 
respondents to be representative of Our Community as a whole. 
 

The table indicates that only about half of the 25-39 year olds in Our Community were 
brought up locally, rising to about two-thirds for those in their 40s.   Generally around three 
quarters of those over 50 were brought up locally.    
 

The significant out-migration of the younger adults of Our Community (discussed in more 
detail later) is thus partially masked by an increased presence of people now in the 25 to 39 
age group having moved into the area.   If it were not for this in-migration, that age group 
(which is relatively small in number) would be only half of its current size – and, as this is 
the child-bearing age group, continuing to attract young adults to move here is essential for 
the future of the community. 
 
4.5 When and why did we move here? (Adults not brought up locally) 
 

Having identified adults 
who were not brought up 
here, the census questions 
then sought to establish 
when and why people have 
moved here.   That 
information (for the 171 
remotely brought up adults 
who provided full 
responses to the relevant 
questions) is set out in 
Tables 5, 6, and 7. 
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1930s or 40s 1 2 5 2 1 1 12

1950s 1 1 6 4 12

1960s 3 16 6 2 1 28

1970s 4 10 11 6 1 1 33

1980s 3 3 12 7 2 1 1 1 30

1990s 3 18 7 2 2 32

2000s 1 8 5 3 2 3 2 24

TOTAL 2 2 15 66 47 21 6 5 4 3 171

by reason 1% 1% 9% 39% 27% 12% 4% 3% 2% 2% 100%

17-22 2 1 10 14 9 2 1 1 40

23-29 1 4 34 13 4 1 57

30-39 1 11 20 10 3 1 1 47

40-52 6 5 5 2 2 1 2 23

64-74 1 2 1 4

Age on arrival , 

Table 5 - When and at what age did we move here?

When

moved here 17-22 23-29 30-39 40-52 64-74

1930s or 40s 6 4 2 12 7%

1950s 3 6 3 12 7%

1960s 11 12 5 28 16%

1970s 8 12 8 5 33 19%

1980s 3 8 14 5 30 18%

1990s 9 9 6 8 32 19%

2000s 0 6 9 5 4 24 14%

All decades 40 57 47 23 4 171 100%

23% 33% 27% 13% 2% 100%

Age when moved here

All ages
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Table 7 - From where did we move here?
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1930s or 40s 3 4 2 1 1 1 12

1950s 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 12

1960s 2 3 4 1 3 6 1 3 1 2 2 28

1970s 2 13 2 1 1 8 1 4 1 33

1980s 1 3 2 5 4 7 2 3 1 1 1 30

1990s 2 9 3 5 2 1 2 3 2 2 1 32

2000s 4 3 8 2 1 1 2 2 1 24

Total 10 35 7 23 6 11 33 6 13 4 2 5 6 3 4 2 1 171

by place 6% 20% 4% 13% 4% 6% 19% 4% 8% 2% 1% 3% 4% 2% 2% 1% 1% 100%

17-22 1 5 3 7 4 4 8 3 1 2 1 1 40

23-29 5 15 2 7 1 2 9 2 3 2 3 2 1 2 1 57

30-39 2 9 2 6 3 11 3 3 1 2 2 2 1 47

40-52 2 6 3 1 2 2 1 4 1 1 23

64-74 3 1 4

Age on arrival
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Table 5 indicates when and at what age those people moved here.   The ‘when’ part of the 
response has been summarised by decade (with 1930s and 40s combined); the ‘what age’ 
part of the response has been categorized to reflect the balance of ages found in the 
responses. 
 

Table 5 needs interpreting with care.   For example, it appears that those coming here in 
the 1930s and 40s were predominantly from the younger age range – in reality of course 
anyone who had been in their 40s or older when they arrived in that period would no longer 
be alive, and could not be recorded in the table.  The same applies, to a reducing extent to 
older age ranges in later decades.  It would thus be wrong to conclude that fewer people 
moved here in the 1930s to 50s than in the 1960s to 90s, though it may be true that slightly 
fewer people moved here in the 2000s than in previous decades. 
 

Table 6 indicates why people have come here, and Table 7 shows where they came from. 
(In both tables, the upper part arranges information based on the decade of arrival, and the 
lower part based on age at arrival – but the persons referred to in the upper part of each 
column are the same as in the lower part – hence the totals are placed in the centre of the 
column).  Table 6 indicates that just under 4 out of 10 arrivals came here because they met 
someone from here or married someone from here, and a similar proportion came because 
of either a job opportunity for themselves, or because of their partner’s career.  Just under 1 
in 10 came to attend college or university locally and have stayed.  
 

Table 7 indicates that of those responding, about 30% moved here from other parts of north 
west England (predominantly the Manchester area or Southport) with almost 20% moving 
from London or the Home Counties; other parts of England contribute about 20% and a 
further 20% came from other parts of the UK.   Overseas locations account for the 
remainder. 
 

Having considered information relating to adults moving here from elsewhere, we now turn 
our attention to children. 
 
4.6 At what mother's age are our children being born? 
 

Our census requested the age of adults and also the ages of children living in the 
household.  This enables an estimate to be made of the age of mothers at the birth of their 
children.   However, as the age of children no longer living in the parental home was not 
requested, analysis of this data must be restricted to households where all children are still 
living in the parental home.  The analysis for the qualifying 143 children (including 72 first 
born children) largely born after 1990, is set out in Table 8, and in Chart 4. 
 

The table allocates each child recorded in each responding household where all children 
still live at home to a decade of birth (calculated from their current age) and, based on the 
age of the child and the age of the mother as reported in the response, calculates the age 
of the mother at the child’s birth and allocates that child to the relevant column in the table. 
 

Examination of the table indicates that, on average, mothers were aged just under 29 years 
of age at the birth of children born in the 1990s and over 32 years of age for children born in 
the 2000s – an increase of over three years (that is, women now wait longer before having 
children).     The  same  data  is  shown  graphically  in Chart 4  –  where  the  broken  line 
represents births from the 1990s and the solid line (which peaks considerably to the right of 
the peak in the 1990s data) births in the 2000s; indeed, an independent samples T-test 
indicates that the change between the two decades is statistically significant.  In the case of 
first-born children, the average age of the mother has increased from 27 years in the 1990s 
to almost 32 in the 2000s. 
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Table 8 - At what mother's age are our children being born
Community Census 2011  Respondents only

First-born children

Birth year Total Number Age of Mother at Birth age not Average age of

of child of children <25 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 >40 known mother at child's birth

2001-2010 35 2 3 1 4 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 1 1 31 years 10 months

1991-2000 33 2 3 3 3 1 3 5 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 27 years 1 month

1981-1990 4 1 2 1

Total 72 29 years 5 months

All children

Birth year Total Number Age of Mother at Birth age not Average age of

of child of children <25 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 >40 known mother at child's birth

2001-2010 78 2 1 5 3 1 5 4 7 7 8 9 5 5 8 2 2 2 2 32 years 8 months

1991-2000 59 2 3 4 4 4 4 8 4 5 1 2 4 3 3 2 2 4 28 years 11 months

1981-1990 6 1 1 2 1 1

Total 143 30 years 11 months

Comparison of Mothers' ages at birth of children Average age in years for births in -

1st child All births 1st child All births

Community Census Respondents 27.1 28.9 31.8 32.7

All Married Mothers (England & Wales)* 28.6 29.9 30.1 31.3

* Source:  Birth summary tables, England and Wales, 2010 (Office for National Statistics, 13 July 2011), Table 3

1991 to 2000 2001 to 2010
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The reason for presenting the data in this way is that comparable information for England 
and Wales as a whole can be found in Office for National Statistics publications.   A 
comparison of our local data with that for married women in England & Wales as a whole is 
shown at the foot of Table 8.   It shows that for England & Wales, the average age at birth 
of their children for married women in the 1990s was just under 30 years, and this has risen 
to 31.3 years for the 2000s; the figures for first-born children are just over 28½ and just over 
31 (in both cases an increase of about 1½ years).   The change is thus less than in our 
sample; and in our sample, the age at birth was slightly lower than the national figure during 
the 1990s and slightly above in 2000s.  However, we can conclude that (based on a sample 
of around 140 births) the general trend in Our Community appears to be following similar 
lifestyle choices happening more widely. 
 
4.7 How Many Children do we have (and do they live locally)? 
 

Having examined the age of mothers at the birth of their children, we now turn to analysis of 
how many children are born per household and how many of our adult children live locally. 
 

The information for census respondents is presented in Table 9.   As with other tables, 
households are categorised by the (average) age of the main adults in the household, 
generally into 5 or 10 year age bands.   The upper part of the table (Part A) sets out the 
information collected from 370 households.  The left part of the table allocates each 
household to category by age of adults and number of children.    Families for those over 40 
will be largely complete, whereas for those in the 25 to 39 age group, further children may 
yet be born.  However, it is clear that two children is the ‘popular’ family size (42% of 
families in the sample).    
 

The middle part of the table allocates the 764 children associated with those 370 
households by their age (if living in the parental home) or whether they live locally or 
elsewhere (if in their own home).   Note – unlike other tabulations which include only people 
actually living in the households who responded to the survey, this table includes ‘children’ 
who are now adults and living in their own homes.  Not surprisingly, all children of parents in 
the 25 to 44 age band are still living at home; some children of parents in the 45 to 54 



Community Census 2011 – Technical Report    Page 14     © Philip Sapiro and MJRC 2012   

Table 9 - How Many Children do we have (and do they live locally)?     (Numbers of Children per Household by Age Group of Main Adults)

Part A - This table shows Community Census 2011  Respondents only

Age Range Number of Overall Over 21 

of Main Households no 1 2 3 4 5 or more Number of children all families

Adults in Group children child children children children children Children age 0-4 age 5-18 age 19-21 over 21 all ages Local Elsewhere elsewhere households with children

25-39 27 6 7 12 2 37 17 20 0 0 37 0 0 1.37 1.76

40-44 17 2 2 4 8 1 38 9 28 1 0 38 0 0 2.24 2.53

45-49 23 1 2 12 7 1 51 0 39 7 1 47 0 4 2.22 2.32

50-54 20 4 4 9 2 0 1 33 3 14 3 4 24 2 7 1.65 2.06

55-59 33 4 5 10 8 4 2 77 1 9 7 8 24 7 46 75% 2.33 2.66

60-64 45 8 4 21 7 4 1 88 0 2 3 3 7 18 63 75% 1.96 2.38

65-69 44 8 4 19 8 4 1 87 0 0 0 2 2 20 65 75% 1.98 2.42

70-74 44 1 5 22 13 2 1 102 0 0 0 1 1 28 73 72% 2.32 2.37

75-79 42 5 6 13 11 4 3 98 0 0 0 0 0 28 70 71% 2.33 2.65

80-84 40 3 2 22 9 3 1 90 0 0 0 1 1 31 58 64% 2.25 2.43

85 & + 35 9 4 12 5 5 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 28 35 56% 1.80 2.42

All ages 370 51 45 156 80 28 10 764 30 112 21 20 181 162 421 70% 2.06 2.39

14% 12% 42% 22% 8% 3% 4% 15% 3% 3% 24% 21% 55%

(excludes  2  'Al l  Student' househol ds , and 4 househol ds  with adul ts  of unknown ages )

In this table 'Children' includes those no longer living in the parental home as well as those who count as part of the household

Part B - This Tables is a Projection for Our Community 2011

Age Range Number of Overall Over 21 

of Main Households no 1 2 3 4 5 or more Number of children all families

Adults in Age Range children child children children children children Children age 0-4 age 5-18 age 19-21 over 21 all ages Local Elsewhere elsewhere households with children

under 40 80 25% 38% 33% 4% 0% 0% 90 58% 42% 100% 1.17 1.56

40-44 40 21% 15% 22% 37% 5% 0% 80 28% 70% 3% 100% 1.91 2.41

45-49 50 5% 13% 51% 27% 4% 0% 100 0% 75% 15% 1% 91% 9% 2.11 2.23

50-54 60 24% 25% 38% 10% 0% 3% 90 13% 36% 9% 19% 76% 9% 15% 1.44 1.91

55-59 100 17% 11% 33% 24% 10% 4% 210 1% 9% 7% 9% 27% 11% 63% 75% 2.17 2.61

60-64 120 21% 8% 43% 15% 8% 5% 240 2% 5% 3% 10% 20% 71% 75% 1.96 2.48

65-69 130 22% 8% 41% 16% 9% 5% 250 4% 4% 26% 70% 70% 1.97 2.52

70-74 130 2% 13% 48% 32% 3% 2% 290 1% 1% 27% 73% 73% 2.26 2.32

75-79 140 14% 18% 31% 26% 8% 4% 300 27% 73% 73% 2.10 2.43

80-84 130 5% 5% 53% 28% 7% 2% 290 34% 66% 65% 2.30 2.43

85 & + 120 28% 13% 29% 16% 14% 0% 210 46% 54% 54% 1.76 2.45

All Ages 1100 200 150 420 230 70 30 2150 80 220 50 60 410 500 1240 69% 1.95 2.37

18% 13% 38% 21% 7% 3% 4% 10% 2% 3% 19% 23% 58%

In this table 'Children' includes those no longer living in the parental home as well as those who count as part of the household

No. of children per h/holdNumber of Families with Location of Children

In the parental home In own home

Proportion of Families (in each main adult age range) with Location of Children (in each parent age range)

In the parental home In own home

No. of children per h/hold
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bands are living away (note that respondents were asked to classify children who were 
attending college or university elsewhere as still living ‘at home’).   The majority of children 
of parents in the 55 and over age groups now live in their own homes, and all children of 
those families who responded where the parents’ average age was 65 or more are aged 
over 21. 
 

The table shows that three-quarters of children aged over 21, of parents in the 55 to 69 age 
range, are living outside of the Merseyside area.   The proportion is slightly lower for the 
older age groups, but even for the over 85s in our sample, 56% of their children (who are all 
over 21) live elsewhere.  The implication of this is that for quite some time now, over half of 
our children have moved away on reaching adulthood, and this proportion has gradually 
increased over time, but appears to have levelled out at 75%.   (This information is 
presented graphically in Chart 5). 
 

The right-most part of the table indicates the number of children on average per household 
in the various age categories (irrespective of where those children now live).   Two figures 
are given, one averaging the number of children only over households who have children, 
and also across all households (ie including households with no children). 
 

50%

55%

60%

65%

70%

75%

80%

55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85 & +

Average Age of Parents

Chart 5 - Proportion of Adult Children who have 

moved away from the area

(categorised by age of their parents)

(community census respondents)

 
 

Part B of the table extrapolates the data presented for the census respondents to represent 
the whole of the 1100 households in Our Community.   The overall picture is, of course, 
broadly similar to the information presented in Part A of the table, though some of the 
information presented in Part B is expressed in terms of percentages rather than raw 
figures to allow differences and similarities between the various age ranges to be seen 
more readily. 
 

The 2150 ‘children’ listed in the central part of Part B should not be confused with the 2200 
individuals in the community – the ‘children’ total includes 1240 grown-up children (of 
members of the community) who no longer live locally.  
 

As with the upper part of the table, the rightmost section indicates the average number of 
children per household based on the age of parents in Our Community.  There is some 
variation in this figure between age groups, but no distinct pattern; overall there would 
appear to be on average just under two children per household in Our Community.  It is 
quite difficult to compare these figures with national figures to determine whether families in 
Our Community are bigger or smaller than families in the wider community (or whether 
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women in our community bear more of fewer children than women across England and 
Wales).  However the following provides some limited insight. 
 

The 'Total Fertility Rate' (the average number of live children that a group of women would 
bear) for England and Wales as a whole for recent decades is set out in the left part of 
Table 10.     The projected average number of children per household for our Community 
based on the age of the parents, is shown to the right.   
 Table 10 - Comparison of Births per Family

Decade live births Age of children per

of births per woman* Parents household

1950s 2.3 80 & over 2.03

1960s 2.74 70-79 2.18

1970s 1.96 60-69 1.97

1980s 1.79 50-59 1.81

1990s 1.76 40-49 2.01

2000s 1.79 30-39 **

*  Source:  Birth summary tables, England and Wales, 2010 (Office for National Statistics, 13 July 2011), Table 1

**   families may be incomplete, therefore data misleading and omitted

Our Community ProjectionEngland & Wales as a whole

 
 

Incompatibilities between the data mean that it would be wrong to draw all but the most 
basic of inferences that in the 1950s and 60s Our Community may have been having fewer 
children per family than the wider England and Wales population, but more recently may 
have been having slightly more than the wider population. 
 

4.8 Where are our grown up children?     
 

In the previous section, we have presented information on the numbers of children per 
household, and the proportion of those (grown up) children who no longer live in the local 
area.   Before moving on from that topic, in this section we briefly summarise where our 
non-local children are now living. 
 

The upper part of Table 11 lists the home locations of the 610 children (aged over 21) of 
adults responding to our census.  The lower part presents a projection for Our Community 
as a whole.   It indicates that adults living in the 1100 households in Our Community have 
about 1800 grown up children.  Of these, about 60 (3%) still in the parental home, and 
another 500 (just over one quarter) also live locally (but in their own homes).  Almost 7 out 
of 10 are living elsewhere, with around one quarter living in the London area, about a sixth 
living in the Manchester area, and a seventh living elsewhere in the UK.   About one in six 
lives overseas, with Israel and the USA/Canada being the most popular choices.   
 

Table 11 - Where are our grown up children?    
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TOTAL

Children of Community 20 163 170 79 18 7 58 38 16 8 33 610

Census Repondents

Projection for Our Community 2011 60 500 470 230 60 20 180 120 50 20 90 1800

(ie Location of all adult children of 3% 28% 26% 13% 3% 1% 10% 7% 3% 1% 5% 100%

 all households in Our Community)  
 

This same information is shown graphically in Chart 6. 
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Parental home, 3%

Merseyside (own home), 

28%

London area, 26%Manchester area, 13%

Leeds, 3%

Sheffield, 1%

Other UK locality, 10%

Israel, 7%

USA/Canada, 3%

Australia, 1%

Elsewhere, 5%

Chart 6 - Location of the adult children of Community 

Households 2011  
 

4.9 Do we have living 'ties' to the Merseyside Area? 
 

In Table 12 we present information about the whereabouts of our children in a different way.   
The previous tables have considered children individually, whereas in table 12 we consider 
the relationship between adults and children as a whole, and the extent to which adults 
living here have any adult children who act as a ‘tie’ to the local area.   The table shows, for 
370 households responding to the census, subdivided by the age of the adults, how many 
have only children living elsewhere, how many households have children living only locally, 
and how many have a mixture of children living here and elsewhere; only the latter two 
groups can be considered to have an on-going ‘tie’ to the community via their children.   
 

Table 12 - Where are the Children of Census Respondents?
Age Range Proportion 

of Main Adults all aged without local

(years) 18 and only only both local no ALL non-dependent

under* local remote and remote children Households children

25-39 21 6 27 100%

40-44 15 2 17 100%

45-49 19 2 1 1 23 96%

50-54 11 2 1 2 4 20 80%

55-59 4 4 13 8 4 33 64%

60-64 2 3 19 13 8 45 64%

65-69 6 20 10 8 44 64%

70-74 5 23 15 1 44 55%

75-79 8 18 11 5 42 55%

80-84 5 13 19 3 40 40%

85 and over 5 5 16 9 35 40%

TOTAL 72 38 114 95 51 370 64%

(excludes 2 all student households and 4 age not stated households)

*   family groups where ALL children live in the parental home

Location of Children of Census Respondents (Households)

 
 

Note – for the purposes of this analysis, having only children under 18 years of age is not regarded as a ‘tie’ as the 

children would relocate as part of the family unit, and thus cannot be considered as an independent ‘tie’ to the local area. 
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The table indicates that just under two-thirds of households with adults in the 55 to 69 age 
range are not ‘tied’ to the local area through having grown-up children living here.   The 
proportion is lower for adults in their 70s (55%), and two fifths of adults over 80 have no 
‘ties’ through having children living locally. 
 

As well as enquiring about the location of our children, our census questionnaire also asked 
about the location of our parents.   Table 13 presents the responses to that question in a 
complementary format to that used for children in Table 12 – again identifying the 
proportion of households without a ‘tie’ to the community through having parents living 
locally. 
 

Table 13 - Where are the Parents of Census Respondents?
Age Range

of Main Adults Proportion 

(years) only only both local parents all ALL without local

local remote and remote deceased Households parents

25-39 10 8 9 27 30%

40-44 11 3 3 17 18%

45-49 9 9 3 2 23 48%

50-54 10 1 2 7 20 40%

55-59 14 3 4 12 33 45%

60-64 16 5 2 22 45 60%

65-69 9 3 32 44 80%

70-84 6 2 118 126 95%

85 and over 35 35 100%

TOTAL 85 34 23 228 370 71%

(excludes 2 all student households and 4 age not stated households)

Location of Living Parents of Census Respondents (Households)

 
 

The table indicates that between 40% and 50% of households with adults in the 45 to 59 
age range do not have a ‘tie’ to the local area through having parents living locally. 
 

By examination of the data underlying both Tables 12 and 13, it is possible to combine the 
information and establish to proportion of respondents with ‘ties’ to the local area through 
either having grown-up children, or parents, or both living in the area.    Table 14 
summarises that assessment. 
 

The table indicates that around two out of five households do not have a ‘tie’ to the local 
area through having either grown-up children or parents living locally; indeed around half of 
all households where the age of the adults is in the 65 to 79 range have no such ties. 
 

The proportion for 65 to 79 year olds is higher than for the over 80s (for whom it is 40%).   
This may indicate the potential for increased demand for residential care provision for the 
elderly in the future (because a lower proportion will have close family available to assist 
them to continue to live in their own homes); alternatively, if may lead to an increasing 
tendency for retired people to move away from the area in the future, because all their 
children live elsewhere (and this is discussed later in the report). 
 

Conversely, only one in five households have strong ‘ties’ to the area – through having 
grown-up children and/or parents living here, and NOT having parents or children living 
elsewhere. 
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Table 14 - Do we have local parents and/or non-dependent children?

Age Range

Proportion 

without local

Proportion 

with ONLY local

of Main Adults no parents or parents or parents or

(years) only only both local non-dependent ALL non-dependent non-dependent

local remote and remote  children Households children children

25-39 10 8 9 0 27 30% 37%

40-44 11 3 3 0 17 18% 65%

45-49 7 9 5 2 23 48% 30%

50-54 8 1 5 6 20 35% 40%

55-59 6 7 17 3 33 30% 18%

60-64 4 9 25 7 45 36% 9%

65-69 7 17 14 6 44 52% 16%

70-74 5 22 16 1 44 52% 11%

75-79 9 17 12 4 42 50% 21%

80-84 5 13 19 3 40 40% 13%

85 and over 5 5 16 9 35 40% 14%

TOTAL 77 111 141 41 370 41% 21%

(excludes 2 all student households and 4 age not stated households)

Location of Parents and Non-Dependent Children of Census 

Respondents (Households)

 
 
5 Summary of Our Community in 2011 
 

Pulling together the key results of the analysis presented in Section 4, we can say the 
following about Our Community in 2011. 
 

• Our Community numbers about 2200 persons; about 975 males and 1225 females. 

• Just under 1 in 5 is aged under 30; about 1 in 4 is aged 30 to 59; 2 in 5 are aged 60 
to 79; and 1 in 6 is aged 80 or more.   Our average age is 56 years. 

• Two out of five of our households are one person living on their own – and one-third 
of households consist of someone aged 65 or older living alone. 

• A quarter of households are couples aged 65 or over, and an eighth are younger 
couples with no children. 

• Families with children make up only 1 in 5 of our households. 

• 80% (880) of our households live in the south east Liverpool area, including 30% 
who live in the L18 postcode district 

• Groups of 15 to 30 households live in other parts of the area – specifically Inner 
Liverpool, Chester, Wallasey, Birkenhead West, Hoylake & West Kirby, and Crosby. 

• About three quarters of adults aged over 50 living here were brought up locally, but 
the proportion is only about half for the 25-39 age group. 

• The age of mothers at the birth of their children appears to have risen sharply from, 
on average, about 29 years during the 1990s to 32 years during the 2000s. 

• Two is the most popular number of children per family. 

• Three-quarters of grown-up children of adults aged 55 to 69 now live outside of the 
area; the proportion is closer to 60% for children of adults now in their 80s. 

• About a quarter of our adult children live in the London area, an eighth in the 
Manchester area, and 1 in 6 is overseas. 

• About 2 in 5 households (and half the households with adults aged 65 to 79 years) 
do not have ‘ties’ to the area through having grown-up children or parents living here. 
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6 A look towards the future 
 

One of the reasons for carrying out the census is to assist community organisations to plan 
for the future, by attempting to predict the size and shape of Our Community in future years.   
Some of our census questions were designed to assist with this, and other information can 
be extrapolated from other questions in the census.   Some further insight can be gained 
through other demographic data collected by MJRC independent of this census.   Using the 
age profile of Our Community in 2011, as set out in Table 1, as a starting point, we can 
produce estimated profiles for future years provided we can establish likely changes in 
numbers in the intervening period.   In simple terms, these changes may be summarised 
as: 
 

• How many babies will be born? 

• How many of our young adults (generally 18 to 25 year olds) will move away from 
the area for educational, employment, or other reasons and not return? 

• How many young adults (generally 25 to 40 years olds) will move into the area either 
for employment reasons or because they meet (and set up household with) someone 
from the local area? 

• How many of our households will move away during their working lives because of 
opportunities elsewhere or, for example, to make aliyah? 

• How many of our adults will move away at or beyond the end of their working lives to 
live near their children? 

• How many of our parents, currently living elsewhere, may move here, primarily after 
retirement, to live near us? 

• At what age are we likely to die? 
 

We will attempt to answer these questions below, so as to develop a ‘model’ to predict the 
future size and shape of Our Community.  However, before considering these specific 
questions, analysis of some questions relating to future expectations included in our census 
is reported on. 
 
6.1 Will we still be here in 10 years’ time? 
 

One of the census questions asked respondents to state whether they expected to still be 
living in the local area 10 or 20 years ahead and, if they might move away, why might they 
do this, and where would they go.   The answers to the 20 year question were broadly 
similar to the 10 year response, so the presentation of responses has focused on the 10 
years’ time replies. 
 

Table 15 presents an analysis of the responses.   Households including only one main  
adult are shown separately from two-adult households as there is a marked difference in 
responses, with few single adult households indicating a likelihood to move away,   A 
significant proportion of respondents indicated that they did not know whether they 
expected to be living locally in 10 years’ time.  Those (primarily in their 80s or older) who 
were doubtful about continuing to live locally only because of their age have been allocated 
to the ‘longevity issue’ column.  The right hand part of the table, which indicates the 
proportion of households not expecting to be living locally (ie expecting to move away) is 
based only on the respondents who provided a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response;  by implication those 
responding ‘don’t know’ have been assumed to split in the same proportions as those 
indicating ‘yes’ or ‘no’.  This overall summary is shown graphically in Chart 7. 
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Table 15 - Will we still live here in 10 years time?
Age Range 1 or 2 adult

of Main Adults households

(years)

Yes No Don't know

Not 

stated

Longevity 

Issue* TOTAL

1 4 2 6 0%

2 13 4 4 21 24%

1 4 1 4 9 20%

2 22 2 7 31 8%

1 8 2 10 0%

2 24 2 15 2 43 8%

1 17 5 1 23 0%

2 34 13 19 66 28%

1 22 8 1 31 0%

2 35 2 14 4 55 5%

1 18 1 33 52 5%

2 11 12 23 0%

TOTAL 1 73 2 21 1 34 131 3%

2 139 23 59 2 16 239 14%

All 212 25 80 3 50 370 11% 11%

(excludes 2 student households and 4 households of unknown age)

* most over 80s and some in their 70s answered 'No' or 'Don't know' because of life expectancy issues (but do not intend 

    to move away if still alive in 10 years time).  These respondents are included in the 'longevity issue' column.

Community Census Respondents (Households)

Expecting to be living locally in 10 years time

Proportion NOT

expecting to be

living locally in 10 

years

'No' as %age of 

'Yes+No'

11%

19%

10%

6%

20%

3%

3%80 & over

25-39

40-49

50-59

60-69

70-79
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Chart 7 - Proportion of Households expecting to 

be living outside of the Merseyside area in 10 

years time (community census repondents)
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The table and chart indicate that the proportion of households expecting to move away in 
the next 10 years reduces from almost 1 in 5 of 25 to 39 year old households to only 6% of 
households with adults in their 50s.   However, the figure rises to 20% for those in their 60s 
(that is, around retirement age), but then falls to a low level beyond age 70, perhaps 
implying that the ‘window’ for making significant life-changing decisions is thought to have 
passed. 
 

The reasons given for a possible move are shown in Table 16, which tabulates responses 
given by the subset of households who provided an answer to the question (59 
households).   50 households gave a likely destination, and these are also shown in the 
same table. 
 

Unsurprisingly, almost two-thirds of responses relate to moving near children – indeed this 
is the overwhelming reason given by those over the age of 50.   Perhaps surprisingly, only 
3% indicated that a move would be for work reasons.    Reflecting the main reasons for 
moving, about half of those responding indicated that the move would be to the London 
area, 1 in 6 would be heading towards the Manchester area, and 1 in 10 would be bound 
for Israel. 
 

Delving deeper into the responses, we can link the answers to separate questions to 
determine whether the adults who were brought up locally, or have a ‘tie’ to parents or 
grown-up children living in the area, has an influence on likelihood of moving away during 
the next 10 years.   These cross-tabulations are set out in Table 17.   
 

The upper part of the table considers whether being brought up here influences the 
likelihood of moving away in the next 10 years. The number of single-adult households 
indicating a likelihood of moving away is too small to reach a firm conclusion; however, 
there is a clear pattern for two-adult households – where both adults were brought up 
locally there is only a 9% expectation of moving away; where both adults were brought up 
elsewhere the proportion is 27% (three times as much), with ‘mixed’ households falling 
neatly in between. 
 

The lower part of the table compares expectation of moving away with the ‘ties’ households 
have to the local and other areas.   It shows that only 4% of households whose principal 
family ties (grown up children and/or parents) are local are expecting to move away in 10 
years, whereas 18% (over four times the proportion) of households whose similar ‘ties’ are 
only with remote locations anticipate moving.   The proportion for households with both local 
and remote ‘ties’ or with no ‘ties’ at all, fall between these two groups.   Given that the 
largest single driver for moving is to live closer to our children, the results shown in Part B of 
the table are not surprising.   
 

We return to this analysis later when considering the question of how to include out-
migration in our ‘model’ for predicting the future size and shape of Our Community.   
However, we next deal with the elements which make up this model starting with future 
births.   
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Table 16 - Why would we move? Where would we move to?
Reasons given for definitely or potentially moving away (Census Respondents only) Likely relocation (where stated)

Age Range of 

Main Adults

1 or 2 adult 

household Work

Climate / 

'lifestyle' 

choice

Near 

Friends / 

Larger 

community Aliyah

Return 

'home' / 

Near 

Parents

Near 

Children TOTAL M
a
n

ch
e

st
e

r

Lo
n

d
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n
 A

re
a
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ra

e
l

U
S
A

O
th

e
r

TOTAL

25-39 1 adult 1 1 2 1 1

2 adult 2 1 2 1 1 7 2 1 1 1 5

40-49 1 adult 1 2 3 1 1

2 adult 1 1 3 1 4 10 2 2 3 1 8

50-59 1 adult 0 0

2 adults 1 4 5 2 2 1 5

60-69 1 adult 2 2 1 1 2

2 adults 2 2 15 19 2 12 2 1 2 19

70-84 1 adult 6 6 3 1 4

2 adults 5 5 1 2 2 5

TOTAL 2 3 5 6 5 38 59 8 24 10 4 4 50

3% 5% 8% 10% 8% 64% 100% 16% 48% 20% 8% 8% 100%  
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Table 17 - Do local links influence the likelihood of staying here?
(These tables include only Census respondents (households) who made a clear response)

Part A - Are we more likely to stay here if we were brought up here?

Households with one main adult All responding Households with 2 main adults All responding

1 adult 2 adult

Expect to be living Yes No households Yes Mixed No households

locally in 10 years time

Yes 54 19 73 79 42 16 137

No 2 0 2 8 8 6 22

Don't Know 19 2 21 32 15 11 58

'No' as percentage of 'Yes+No' 4% 0% 3% 9% 16% 27% 14%

Part B - Are we more likely to stay if we have parents or non-dependent children living here?

all

only only both local no parents or responding

Expect to be living local remote and remote nd* children households

locally in 10 years time

Yes 53 58 79 23 213

No 2 13 8 2 25

Don't Know 17 28 34 5 84

'No' as percentage of 'Yes+No' 4% 18% 9% 8% 11%

*    nd - non dependent children 

Location of Parents and Non-Dependent Children

Brought up locally Brought up locally
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6.2 How many babies will be born? 
 

Analysis of our census returns indicates that 80% of children in Our Community are born 
when their mothers are aged between 27 and 38 inclusive.  That same analysis shows that 
during the last 10 years, the number of children born each year (to women of all ages) has 
averaged 18% of the number of women aged 27 to 38 living in Our Community. 
 

Proposal – the number of children born each year will be assumed to be 0.18 x the number 
of women aged 27 to 38 (inclusive) in the Community. 
 

Note – across England and Wales as a whole, during each of the last 30 years, between 
104 and 106 boys have been born for each 100 girls (Source: Birth summary tables, England and 

Wales, 2010 (Office for National Statistics, 13 July 2011), Table 1) – that is more boys are born than 
girls.   However, during the last six years, girls have made up between 53% and 59% of 
pupils at the King David Primary and High Schools – that is, more girl pupils than boys.   
 

Proposal – 50% of births assumed to be boys, and 50% girls. 
 
6.3 How many of our young adults will move away? 
 

As indicated in section 4.7 and Table 9, the proportion of our adult children who move away 
from the area appears to have levelled out at 75% of the total. 
 

Proposal – 75% of our young adults will be assumed to leave the community.  This will 
generally happen at or soon after the end of tertiary education – assumed to be at age 23. 
 
6.4 How many young adults will move into the area? 
 

Section 4.5 above sets out the analysis of when and why and what age people who have 
moved here have done so.   That analysis considers the community as a whole; however, 
to make predictions for the future, it may be better to focus our attention on those who have 
come here most recently – as that information may be most relevant to encouraging, 
targeting, or understanding where future in-migration might arise.   Certainly, as regards 
those arriving during the 2000s, one third moved here because they met someone or 
married someone from the local area, and another third moved here either because of a job 
opportunity for themselves, or because their partner’s career brought them here.  A further 
1 in 10 moved here because they already had family living here.  Table 18 summarises the 
age at arrival and reason for moving here only for those census respondents who moved 
here during the 2000s. 
 

Table 18 - Analysis of arrivals during the 2000s (Census Respondents only)

Reason for 

Move
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Age on Arrival

23-29 1 3 1 1 6 25%

30-39 2 4 2 1 9 38%

40-52 2 1 2 5 21%

64-74 1 2 1 4 17%

TOTAL 1 8 5 3 2 2 1 2 24 100%  
 

Whilst recognising that the sample is small, a simple extrapolation of the 2000s data for 
census respondents (average of 2.4 arrivals per year) to Our Community as a whole would 
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imply about 6 in-migrating adults per year of whom about 4 would be in the 23 to 39 age 
band. 
 

Proposal – Assume that 4 young adults per year move into the area (within the 23-39 age 
band). 
 
6.5 How many of our households will move away during their working lives?  
 

People who have already moved away cannot, of course, feature in our census, so we have 
little objective data to base an assessment of future out-migration of working age 
households.   Qualitatively, a review of predictions made of the size and shape of the 
community by the demographics officer over the last five years appears to indicate a faster 
decline on the size of the community than might otherwise be expected, implying a 
measurable amount of out-migration in age groups beyond the young adults discussed in 
the previous section. 
 

The stated expectations of households, as discussed in section 6.1 is that of the order of 
19% of households with 25-39 year old adults, 10% of those with 40-49 year old adults, and 
6% of those with 50-59 year olds adults anticipate living elsewhere in 10 years’ time (see 
Chart 7).   Given the relative numbers of households in each age band, this is, numerically, 
equivalent to just over 10% of all households with adults in the 25 to 59 age range.   As 
virtually all children aged under 21 live in households where the adults are in the 25 to 59 
age bracket, a 10% loss in those households is effectively equivalent to a 10% loss of all 
individuals in the 0 to 59 age range.   If households’ actions do indeed match their stated 
expectations, a 10% loss occurring over a 10 year period is equivalent to a reduction in 
population in the 0 to 59 age range of something over 1% per annum. 
 

Proposal – out migration of working age households should be represented by a 1% 
reduction each year of individuals in the 0 to 59 years age range. 
 
6.6 How many of our adults will move away at or beyond the end of their working 
lives? 
 

If we similarly rely on stated expectations as our source for estimating the loss of adults in 
their 60s (and beyond), reference to section 6.1 and Chart 7 suggests that 20% of 
households with adults in their 60s (and 3% of older households) will be living elsewhere in 
10 years’ time.   The overwhelming motivation to move away for households in these age 
ranges is to move closer to children – so although some households with adults in their 60s 
do include adolescent children, those moving away are more likely to be drawn from those 
households with no children living at home.   Given that these stated expectations relate to 
a 10 year period, the numbers of those over 70 moving away per year will be minimal, but a 
loss of 20% of those in their 60s over a 10 year period is equivalent to a little more than 2% 
of individuals in their 60s per annum. 
 

Proposal – out-migration of retirement age adults should be represented by a 2% reduction 
each year of individuals in the 60 to 69 age range.   (It is also worth noting that, as 75% of 
children of adults in their 60s have already moved away, and we are assuming that this 
proportion of young adults leaving remains at this level into the future, then the reduction to 
be applied to adults on their 60s in the future should also be held constant at 2%.) 
 
6.7 How many of our parents may move here? 
 

Just in the same way as parents living in Our Community may move to live closer to their 
children who now live elsewhere, we should also consider the possibility of some of those 
parents who live elsewhere moving here to be closer to their children who are here. 
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One of the questions asked in our census enquired as to the existence of parents of the 
main adults in each household and their location (living locally or elsewhere).   For those 
with parent(s) living elsewhere, the likelihood of parent(s) moving here was requested.  
Table 19 summarises the responses received, from the 57 households who indicated that 
they have out of town parent(s).  Unlike the responses given to the likelihood of our moving 
away, there were few ‘don’t knows’, and a resounding ‘No’ vote, with only two households 
indicating a firm likelihood of parents moving here.   While this represents 4% of households 
with 'remote' parents, as they form only a minority of households overall, this split implies an 
in-migration level of less than 1% of the total households in Our Community, over the 
lifetime of the parents.  That is, in-migration of parents, though it happens occasionally, is 
likely to be on too small a scale to warrant inclusion in our ‘model’ to determine the future 
size and shape of Our Community. 
 

Proposal – in-migration of parents should not be specifically accounted for in our model. 
 

Table 19 - Will our (out of town) parents move here?

Age Range Total

of Main Adults Households Proportion 

(years) Yes No Don't with of parents

know remote likely to

Parents move

25-39 1 14 2 17 6%

40-44 4 2 6 0%

45-49 11 1 12 0%

50-54 3 3 0%

55-59 1 5 1 7 14%

60-64 7 7 0%

65-69 3 3 0%

70-84 2 2 0%

85 and over

Sub total 2 49 6 57 4%

Households without remote parents 313

TOTAL 370 1%

(excludes 2 all student households and 4 age not stated households)

Will out of town Parents Move Here?

 
 
6.8 How long will we live? 
 

Our census does not provide us with sufficient information about how long we will live.   To 
provide a clearer picture about death rates, we must turn to other information collected by 
the demographics officer – data about the numbers of deaths in Our community, and the 
ages at which those deaths occur.  As this analysis is not part of the census assessment, 
the detail is set out in Appendix D, rather than in the body of this report.   Over the last 11 
years, there have been on average 50 deaths of community members per year (typically, 29 
women and 21 men); the average age at which members of Our Community die has 
averaged 80 years for men and 82 years for women.  Appendix D calculates a series of 
death rates by gender and age group; the death rate is usually expressed as the number of 
people per group of 1000 people of a particular age group and gender who can be 
expected to die in a year.    By applying the death rates to the age profile of Our 
Community, we can estimate the number of deaths in the community in future years, and 
thus the reduction in the size of the population due to deaths. 
 

Table 20 summarises the death rates assessed from our death records. 
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Table 20 - Estimated death rates for Our Community

Age 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90-94 95-99 100+

Men 10 10 34 29 80 80 155 200 700

Women 7 8 17 23 51 78 114 190 500

Table shows deaths per annum per 1000 persons in each age range

 
 

6.10 A model for predicting the future size and shape of Our Community 
 

The analysis set out above allows us to construct a model to project the future size and 
shape of Our Community.   Starting with our current estimate of the size and shape of Our 
Community in the base year (in this case 2011, as set out in Table 1), the following ‘rules’ 
are proposed for estimating the picture for base year +1 (2012) and each subsequent year 
(base + 2, base + 3, etc). 
 

Rule 1 – the number of births (persons aged 0) in year n+1 shall be 0.18 times the number 
of women aged 27 to 38 inclusive in year n; half the births will be assumed to be boys, and 
half, girls. 
 

Rule 2 – the number of persons aged x+1 in year n+1 shall be the number of persons aged 
x in year n, subject to a number of adjustments. 
 

Rule 3 – for persons aged 60 and over in year n, the number of persons aged x will be 
reduced by the following factors to allow for deaths, with the remainder representing the 
number aged x+1 in year n+1: 

    Age  60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90-94 95-99 100+ 
    Men  1.0%  1.0%  3.4%  2.9%  8.0%  8.0% 15.5%  20% 70% 
    Women  0.7%  0.8%  1.7%  2.3%  5.1%  7.8% 11.4%  19% 50% 
   

Rule 4 – the number of 23 year olds in year n+1 shall be 0.25 times the number of 22 year 
olds in year n.  (Out-migration of our young adults). 
 

Rule 5 – Each year, one 27 year old female, one 30 year old male, one 33 year old female, 
and one 36 year old male will be added (representing in-migration of young adults (aged 23 
to 39) after meeting someone from here or for employment reasons). 
 

Rule 6 – The projected number of people aged 0 to 59 in year n+1 will be reduced by 1% in 
each age (out migration of households for work, to move to a larger community, to make 
aliyah, or to return ‘home’). 
 

Rule 7 – The projected number of people aged 60 to 69 in year n+1 will be reduced by 2% 
in each age (out migration around or after retirement, largely to move nearer to children). 
 
6.11 A view of Our Community in 5, 10, 15, and 20 years from 2011 
 

By starting with our 2011 assessment of the size and shape of Our Community, and 
applying the seven rules set out in the last section we can project our assessment of Our 
Community to future years.   Clearly, there will be  margin for error in this process – both in 
devising the ‘rules’ themselves, and also assuming that these ‘rules’ continue to apply in the 
future.   The evolving nature of Our Community is likely to change people’s behaviour in the 
future.  For example, as time passes, fewer people in the older age ranges will have grown 
up children living here – so the proportion of people moving away from the area around to 
time of their retirement may increase.  Conversely, the new King David campus might 
encourage more people to stay here, and more people from out of the area may be 
encouraged to settle here.   So, bearing this ‘health’ warning in mind, Table 21 summarises 
the situation which Our Community might find itself in in 2016, 2021, 2026, and 2031 (with 
2011 shown for comparison).   The table shows the projected number of people in each 5 
year age band.   In simple terms, the table suggests a halving in our community size within 
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20 years.  The reduction is particularly marked in the 55 to 79 age group – where the large 
current numbers cannot be replaced by the relatively smaller numbers currently aged 35 to 
59.   Numbers of over 90s are predicted to increase slightly (effectively doubling the 
proportion of Our Community who will be in that age group).   
 

Year 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031

Age

0-4 70 50 40 40 40

5-9 70 70 50 40 40

10-14 80 70 60 50 30

15-19 100 80 60 60 50

20-24 60 70 50 40 40

25-29 30 30 30 20 20

30-34 40 40 40 30 30

35-39 90 40 40 40 40

40-44 80 90 40 40 40

45-49 70 80 80 40 40

50-54 80 70 70 80 40

55-59 180 80 60 70 70

60-64 220 160 70 60 60

65-69 230 190 140 60 50

70-74 220 200 170 120 50

75-79 210 190 180 150 110

80-84 170 170 150 140 110

85-89 120 120 120 100 100

90-94 60 70 70 70 60

95 & + 20 30 30 30 30

TOTAL 2200 1870 1540 1270 1030

Percentage of 2011 Population 100% 85% 70% 58% 47%

King David Primary School Pupils 98 80 60 45 45

King David High School Pupils 94 80 70 55 40

Need for youth activities (8 to 16 year olds) 100% 94% 75% 54% 43%

Community 'funders' (aged 30 to 64) 100% 72% 54% 47% 42%

Synagogue Membership 1250 1040 850 680 540

Welfare recipients (age 75 and over) 100% 99% 93% 84% 70%

Elderly Residential Care occupants 100% 106% 102% 95% 82%

Orthodox Burials in year 50 50 50 45 40

Cumulative Burial Plot Need - 250 500 720 930

Average Age 56 58 59 59 58

Table 21 - Predictions for Our Community

Number of Persons

 
 

The lower part of the table provides estimates of users of some key community facilities; in 
some cases estimated numbers are given – for others, the change from 2011 is shown in 
percentage terms.  Projected numbers of (Jewish) pupils for the King David schools, and 
synagogue membership are self-explanatory.   The table also indicates expected number of 
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orthodox funerals in each year, together with the number of burial plots expected to be 
needed in total from the end of 2011 up to the relevant year.   
 

The ‘community funders’ line shows the change in the number of those aged 30 to 64 
(assumed simplistically to represent the generation most likely to be able to contribute 
(financially) to the social needs of Our Community) – and showing that numbers in that age 
range will fall faster than the community as a whole, at a time when the number of over 75s 
(a proxy for those considered more likely to need social and welfare assistance than other 
parts of the community) are only falling slowly in numbers.   The elderly residential care line 
looks at the current proportion of each age group by gender (derived from data relating to 
residents of Stapely), and applies those percentages to the future age profile of the 
community – and this indicates an initial increase from current numbers of people seeking 
residential care (all locations), which then falls back to a slightly smaller number. 
 

In conclusion, it is very important to repeat that there is a significant range within which 
these projections sit, and things which we cannot foresee today may change things in the 
future - so the presented projection should only be used as a general guide as to what Our 
Community might look like in the future. 
 
7 Conclusion 
 

Through the cooperation of almost 400 households in Our Community, we have been able 
to shine a spotlight on the demography of Our Community today – and provide some 
comparison with the wider community, and an insight into what the future may hold.  On 
behalf of the Honorary Officers of the Merseyside Jewish Representative Council, I wish to 
thank all members of the community who took the trouble to take part. 
 

Anyone, and in particular any community organisation, who has any queries regarding the 
analysis of the census, or would like further information on any aspect of the results is 
welcome to email me via repcouncil@hotmail.co.uk .  Note – information about individual 
households will NOT be released. 
 

Subject to the information which the government eventually releases from the 2011 National 
Census, an update to this report may be produced. 
 
Philip Sapiro, MJRC Demographics Officer, May 2012 
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Appendix A:  Merseyside Jewish Community Census 2011 Form 
 

1 Please state your address  QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ     and Postcode QQQQ 

2 This household consists of    QQ.   people (include students temporarily living away). 

The people who form our household are – 

3 First Main Adult 

a  Name QQQQQQQQQQQQQQ  b Age QQ 

c  Email address QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.. 

d  Were you brought up in the Merseyside area?   

 Yes�      No� 

e If no, where did you move here from: 

     QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.. 

f when did you move here (year) QQQ  and 

g why did you come here: (for example, to go to 
college, job opportunity, met someone from here) 

  QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.. 

 QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ... 

 QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ 

4 Second Main Adult (if there is one) 

a  Name QQQQQQQQQQQQQQ  b Age QQ 

c  Email address QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.. 

d  Were you brought up in the Merseyside area?   

 Yes�      No� 

e If no, where did you move here from: 

     QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.. 

f when did you move here (year) QQQ  and 

g why did you come here: (for example, to go to 
college, job opportunity, met someone from here) 

  QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.. 

 QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ... 

 QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ 

5 Your children living with you, or away at college – 

Name QQQQQQQQQQQQ..     Age QQQ Name QQQQQQQQQQQ. AgeQQQ..   

Name QQQQQQQQQQQQ..     Age QQQ Name QQQQQQQQQQQ. AgeQQQ..   

Name QQQQQQQQQQQQ..     Age QQQ Name QQQQQQQQQQQ. AgeQQQ..   

6 Other people living in your household - 

Name QQQQQQQQQQQQ..     Age QQQ Name QQQQQQQQQQQ. AgeQQQ..   

Name QQQQQQQQQQQQ..     Age QQQ Name QQQQQQQQQQQ. AgeQQQ..   

7 If you have children who now live in their own households, how many of them live in –  

Merseyside/Chester Q ; Manchester Q ; Leeds Q ; London area Q ; Other UK QQQ. ; Israel Q ;  Elsewhere QQQQ 
                                                                                                 Which town QQ..                   Which countryQ...... 

Now, some questions which look to the future - 

8 a Do the main adult(s) have parent(s) living locally? -  Yes�       No�       

b Do the main adult(s) have parent(s) living elsewhere? -  Yes�        No� 

If ‘Yes’ to elsewhere, is it likely that they might move to Merseyside to be near you?  -  Yes�   No� 
                  Don’t Know � 
9 Is it likely that you will be living in the Merseyside area: 

a.  in 10 years time? Yes�  No�  Don’t know�     b.  in 20 years time? Yes�  No�  Don’t know� 

If No, where do you expect to be living     QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.   

and why will you have moved - 

   To live near parents�        To live near children�        For employment reasons� 

To live in a larger Jewish Community�                  To make aliyah� 

   Other (please state) QQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ.. 
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Appendix B:  Estimating the size of Our Community and devising expansion factors 

As set out in section 3 of the main text, it was necessary to estimate the overall size of Our Community, to 
allow the results for our sample to be factored up to give an indication of results for the community as a whole, 
and also to determine whether the census respondents’ sample was sufficiently large and unbiased to permit 
projections to be made for the community as a whole. 

The sources of information used to do this were: 

• information collected as part of the 2001 National Census (data from the 2011 National Census not 
yet being available); 

• the address list (without names) used to distribute the MJRC Year Book;  

• postcode information from the community census returns themselves; and  

• data on the number of pupils (NOT addresses) at the King David Schools. 

Before considering how this information might be used, we need to be clear what we are trying to estimate.  
We could attempt to estimate the number of Jewish persons living in the Merseyside area.   However, (and 
leaving aside whose definition of ‘Jewish’ might be used) the demographics officer has taken the view that it is 
more important to estimate the number of people with an association (even if very limited) with the community, 
rather than necessarily including individuals of Jewish lineage who may not associate with or intend to make 
use of the services of community organisations.  The method adopted to assess the current (2011) size of the 
community, and develop expansion factors to expand the census respondent sample to represent the 
community as a whole, has taken a cautious/conservative approach, and is likely to have produced figures at 
the lower end of the likely range of the size of Our Community.  The data sources have been used as follows. 

The 2001 National Census asked respondents (optionally) to indicate their religion, so information is available 
on numbers of individuals self-reporting their religion as ‘Jewish’.   In the reporting of the 2001 census, 
households were allocated to religion on the basis of the religion stated by the ‘Household or Family 
Reference Person’.   This may give misleading results for two-adult households where only one adult is 
Jewish, and the number of households, reported for wards and higher electoral units, is not readily reported 
for postcode districts/sectors.  As the postcode is the only geographic information collected in our community 
census, we need to focus on equivalent national census data. 

An estimate has been made of 2001 census Jewish households per postcode district or sector by 
consideration of the number of self-reporting Jewish individuals, deducting the number of individuals 
(generally students) living in communal institutions (this is reported by ward, and major concentrations have 
been transferred to relevant postcodes), to assess the numbers of individuals living in households.   Then, 
using the average household size (all religions) for the postcode district/sector as a whole, an estimate of 
Jewish households by postcode district/sector for 2001 was calculated from the number of individuals living in 
households.   To allow for a likely diminution in community size since 2001, (and also to allow for a scattering 
of Jewish individuals who may not be associated with the community) a tentative figure for 2011, based on 
80% of the 2001 figure, has been derived as a starting point. 

The MJRC address list used for distribution of the MJRC Year Book is thought to be a more comprehensive 
list of households actively associated with the community.   In order again to produce a cautious estimate, a 
5% reduction in the number of addresses, to allow for potential retention of superseded addresses in the 
MJRC list, has been made.    To compensate, any postcodes derived from community census responses 
which did not already appear in the MJRC database have then been added.  By this method, an estimate of 
2011 households based on the MJRC address list has been derived. 

A weighted average of the 2001 census and MJRC address list approaches (with greater weight attached to 
the address list) was then used to represent the number of Jewish households in the Merseyside area for 
2011, per postcode district or sector.  An overall figure of 1100 households was produced by this process. 

In order to expand the community census responses to be representative of the community as a whole, a set 
of expansion factors was needed.   Simply knowing that there were 376 usable census responses and 1100 
households and using each response to represent 2.93 households would almost certainly introduce a 
significant bias into the results.  Instead further information on the geographic distribution of both respondent 
and community households, and some additional information on numbers of pupils at the King David Schools 
and an indication of the mix of one and two adult households in the MJRC address list were used to derive 
expansion factors in a more sophisticated way. 

The estimated figure for the overall number of households in Our Community (1100) and the 376 census 
responses were split geographically into a series of postcode districts, and in the heart of the community area 
into postcode sectors (first character of the second part of the postcode) or sub-sectors.  The division was 
carried out in such a way as to produce ‘zones’ which were intended to include 30 to 40 households and 8 to 
20 census responses.   The zones were designed to ensure a degree of homogeneity within each zone, so 
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that the information provided by census respondents would be used only to provide an assessment for other 
households in the immediate vicinity who could be expected to share similar characteristics. 

In addition, based on the number of pupils at the King David Schools (and making a small allowance for 
Liverpool children attending other schools, and for children living outside of the Liverpool area based on 
census responses), it is estimated that there are between 210 and 220 primary and secondary school age 
children in Our Community; and based on the MJRC address list, the number of one adult households is not 
dissimilar to the number of two adult households.   

In order to make use of this supplementary information, the census responses for each geographic zone were 
split between those with and without school age children, and one and two adult households.   Basic 
expansion factors were derived for each zone (simply the estimated households in the zone divided by the 
number of census responses for that zone).   Through an iterative process, these factors were modified for 
with and without school children respondents, and one and two adult households, in order to produce a set of 
expansion factors which when applied would not only produce the right number of households overall (1100), 
and the right number of households per zone, but also the right number of school age children across the 
community, and an appropriate balance between one and two adult households. 

The process described above is summarised in the information presented in Table B1.   This shows the 
division into zones, and for each zone the number of 2011 households estimated from the 2001 national 
census data, the number estimated from the MJRC address list, the final assumed number of households 
based on the weighted average of the two approaches.   The table also shows the number of census 
responses received for each zone, split between those with and without school age children, and one and two 
adult categories, and the base and final expansion factors derived for each group of responses.   Applying 
those expansion factors allows the number of individuals living in the 1100 households to be estimated.   
Together with the 51 residents of Stapely, this produces an estimate of 2200 individuals in our Community. 

The table indicates that the vast majority of expansion factors are below 4.00 – this implies that the sample 
which the census respondents constitute is well balanced and includes a good representation of household 
types and a good geographic spread, and can therefore be accepted as a reasonable basis from which to 
project results for the community as a whole. 

It is interesting to note that average expansion factor for households with school age children is 2.00, for two 
adult households without school age children is 2.51, and for one adult households without school age 
children is 3.68.   This means that a greater proportion of households with school age children chose to take 
part in the census; whereas one adult households without school age children (largely single people living on 
their own) were less likely than average to take part.  This is what might be expected, as it may reflect the 
level of involvement of these groups in the community, and their level of exposure to publicity about the 
census.   Nevertheless the representation of each group is sufficient to provide confidence in the overall 
analysis of the census. 

Two of the census responses were received from all-student households.   It has not proved possible to 
estimate the number of student households overall, so our estimate of 1100 households excludes student 
households.   In addition, the household estimate using the MJRC address list assumes a proportion of ‘dead’ 
addresses in the list (whereas there may be fewer such addresses), and it assumes, somewhat 
conservatively, that the only additional addresses are those from whom a census response has been 
received.   Given that responses have been received from only about 35% of the community, it is likely that 
the number of ‘new’ addresses might be three times as many as assumed here.  Furthermore, the only non-
household community members allowed for are the 51 residents of Stapely.  In reality there are Jewish 
residents of other residential establishments, but the numbers of these are unknown. 

So, in summary, our 1100 households estimate and 2200 persons estimate can be seen to be a conservative 
estimate as out of town students are wholly omitted, persons in residential establishments other than Stapely 
are omitted, and a conservative approach has been taken to addresses ‘missing’ from the MJRC address list.  
It is also an estimate of the number of households with some association (even if only tenuous) with the 
community.  It does not purport to include all persons with Jewish lineage living in the Liverpool, Wirral, and 
Chester area. 
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Table B1 - Derivation of Estimated Size of Our Community in 2011, and Community Census Expansion Factors

Estimate 

derived from 

2001 National 

Census data

Estimate 

derived from 

MJRC 

address list

Final 

Estimate of 

Jewish 

Households 

for 2011

Total 

Household 

Responses 

Received

Households 

with School-

age Children

Households 

with 2 main 

adults and 

no school 

age children

Households 

with 1 main 

adult and no 

school age 

children

Basic 

Geographic 

Expansion 

Factor

School-age 

children 

household 

expansion 

factor

2 main adult 

no school-

age children 

expansion 

factor

1 main adult 

no school-

age children 

expansion 

factor

1 CH1 to CH4 Chester 30 13 21 9 1 3 5 2.38 1.30 1.79 2.94 31

2 CH41 to CH46 Wallasey & Prenton 44 35 41 9 1 5 3 4.55 2.80 3.84 6.30 74

3 CH47 to CH66 Suburban Wirral 35 38 43 6 2 3 1 5.78 3.45 5.93 7.19 67

4 L1 to L9 Inner Liverpool 45 29 39 5 0 1 4 5.78 3.45 5.93 7.19 48

5 L11 to L14, L15 0 to 4, & L36 Huyton, West Derby, & Wavertree West areas 12 28 29 2 0 2 0 5.78 3.45 5.93 7.19 30

6 L15 5, L18 0 and 1 Rutherford Road, Penny Lane, and Grant Ave areas 31 35 36 12 1 7 4 3.04 1.86 2.55 4.18 78

7 L15 6 to L15 9 (exc 6W, 6X, 6Y) Wavertree East 47 49 11 1 5 5 4.46 2.56 3.52 5.77 89

8 L15 6W, 6X, 6Y Beauclair Dr & Queens Dr Wavertree 39 39 16 5 10 1 2.44 1.86 2.56 4.19 105

9 L16 0 and 9 Childwall Park Avenue & Stand Park Rd area 16 30 30 12 1 8 3 2.53 1.62 2.23 3.65 52

10 L16 1 to 6, L25 1 & 2 Childwall North, East & Valley 17 33 35 13 4 7 2 2.71 1.95 2.67 4.39 90

11 L16 7 Childwall Priory & Barcombe Rd area 24 31 31 10 3 5 2 3.15 2.19 3.01 4.93 69

12 L16 8 Green Lane North & Irene Road area 11 22 22 12 2 7 3 1.82 1.19 1.63 2.68 44

13 L17 0 Aigburth Vale & Woodlands Rd area 20 33 33 15 0 6 9 2.22 1.17 1.60 2.63 46

14 L17 1 Greenbank Dr / Lathbury Ln area 16 37 37 12 0 3 9 3.09 1.52 2.09 3.43 44

15 L17 2 to 9 Lark Ln, St Michael's & Otterspool area 8 30 30 13 5 6 2 2.28 1.67 2.30 3.76 69

16 L18 2 (exc 2E) Primrose Rd, Menlove Gdns West area 38 38 13 4 4 5 2.93 1.83 2.52 4.14 63

17 L18 2E Menlove Av, Dudlow Ln, Green Ln area 40 40 18 2 7 9 2.22 1.25 1.72 2.82 61

18 L18 3E Druids Cross Rd and Beech Ln area 33 33 11 2 6 3 3.03 1.96 2.69 4.41 67

19 L18 3H Gwydrin Rd & Hornby Ln area 29 29 8 3 3 2 3.68 2.53 3.48 5.71 73

20 L18 3J & 3N Yew Tree Rd & Allerton Rd area 29 29 15 1 10 4 1.90 1.20 1.65 2.70 51

21 L18 3L Druids Pk & Martindale Rd area 31 31 18 2 10 6 1.74 1.07 1.47 2.42 58

22 L18 4 and 8 (exc 8BR) Brodie Ave (north) and N Mossley Hill Rd area 11 29 29 11 1 7 3 2.59 1.64 2.25 3.70 53

23 L18 5 and 6 Dovedale Rd, Garth Dr, and Ballantrae Rd area 37 42 42 12 3 7 2 3.48 2.44 3.35 5.50 83

24 L18 7 and 9 Pitville Ave, Greenhill Rd, Keswick Rd area 38 45 45 18 3 4 11 2.48 1.34 1.85 3.03 64

25 L19, L24 Grassendale and Hale Village 22 30 30 9 2 5 2 3.28 2.20 3.03 4.97 70

26 L20 to L23, L31 Crosby and environs 14 20 20 5 0 5 0 5.78 3.45 5.93 7.19 65

27 L25 0, 7 to 9, & L26 Woolton South, Hunts Cross, & Halewood 16 30 31 12 3 4 5 2.57 1.56 2.15 3.52 55

28 L25 3, L25 4A to 4S Oakfield Ave, Woolton Hill Rd, Bower Rd area 39 43 17 3 9 5 2.52 1.61 2.21 3.62 79

29 L25 4T & 4U Rockbourne/Quickswood & Grangemeadow Rd area 33 37 14 0 8 6 2.63 1.50 2.06 3.38 58

30 L25 5 Grange Weint, Hillside Dr, Acrefield Rd area 33 29 31 11 1 9 1 2.82 1.98 2.73 4.47 81

31 L25 6 Church Rd, Quarry St, Aldbourne Ave area 24 51 51 16 5 9 2 3.21 2.34 3.22 5.29 125

32 Peripheral and Fringe Areas 25 9 3 3 3 5.78 3.45 5.93 7.19 108

33 Student Households 2 0 0 0 0 0

34 L18 8BR Stapely 51

TOTAL 799 1028 1100 376 64 188 122 2.93 2.00 2.51 3.68 2201

Expansion 

Zone
Postcode Districts and Sectors Zone Includes

Expansion Factors Estimated 

Number of 

Individuals 

2011 (from 

expanded 

census 

responses)

53

80

103

58

Estimated Number of Jewish Households for 

2011
Number of Community Census 2011 Responses
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Appendix C:  The geographic distribution of Our Community 

Information about the geographic distribution of Our Community is presented in section 4.3 of the main text.  
In this appendix, we present information in more detail and also in map form. 

Table 3 and Chart 3 (in section 4.3) provide information about the numbers of Jewish households living in 
various postcode districts and localities based on the estimation work set out in Appendix B.   In this section 
we present information based on a more finely defined geographic zone system, and we also present 
information on the density of Our Community – what proportion of all households in each geographic area are 
represented by Jewish households. 

The geographic unit used in this appendix is the postcode sector – the first character of the second part of the 
postcode.   Indeed, for those postcode sectors which include more than 1000 inhabitants, and which include a 
reasonable number of community households, or which include a ‘natural’ geographic division (eg a railway 
line or main road) sub-sectors have been used. 

Averaged across England and Wales as a whole, at the 2001 Census, 0.5% of the population reported 
themselves as Jewish.  However, the Jewish population is not very evenly distributed – indeed virtually half of 
the Jewish population lives in just the 2% of the postcode districts in which Jewish households make up 
between 5% and one-third of all households

1
 (none of these is in Merseyside).   Across the remaining 98% of 

postcode districts, Jewish households make up only about 0.27% of all households, and across 70% of the 
country, Jewish households make up fewer than 0.2% of all households   

Table C1 lists the postcode sectors in the Merseyside area where 2011 Jewish households make up more 
than 0.5% of the total 2001 households, in descending order of density; firstly for the main community area in 
SE Liverpool, and then for ‘detached’ sectors in the wider Merseyside area.   At the foot of the table, the few 
other sectors where Jewish households make up 0.2% to 0.5% of households are also listed.     

The information shown in Table C1 is repeated graphically in the ‘Map showing density of Jewish households’ 
on the following page.   As in the table, the areas of highest density (where 8% to 12% of households in the 
area are Jewish households – or approximately 1 household in 10) is shown with the darkest shading; the 
next category (4% to 8% of households, or typically 1 in 20) are shown in a slightly lighter shading, with 
households in the 1% to 4% range with a lighter shade again.    

The same source information is presented in a different way in the ‘Map showing Core Community Area and 
Location of Community Households’.   In this map, a single boundary, generally encompassing all the 
postcode sectors in which Jewish households make up at least 1% of all households is shown, and is referred 
to as the core community area.   It includes about 730 households.   Each 10 households is represented by a 
black dot – the number of dots within each postcode sector is correct, but the actual placement of the dots 
themselves is arbitrary, and should not be assumed to imply a concentration of households at the dot itself.   
(Note – postcode sectors contributing 5 to 7 households are actually marked by a half dot).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
  Those 2% of postcode districts are -  North West London : NW11 NW4 HA7 NW7 HA8 NW3 NW8 HA6 HA5 NW6; 

Manchester: M7 M25 M45 M8; Hertfordshire: WD7 WD23 WD6; North London:  N3 N2 N20 N16 N12 N14 N6 EN4 

EN5 N10; North East London: IG5 IG4 IG2 IG7 IG6 E18; Central London:  W1B W1K W1G WC1V SW1Y SW1A 

W1H W1J WC2A W1U; Leeds: LS17; Gateshead: NE8 
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Table C1 - Distribution and Density of Jewish Households by Postcode Sector

Postcode 

Sector (or 

part) Locality (examples of roads included)

2001 

Census 

Households

Estimated 

Jewish 

Households 

2011

Jewish 

Households as 

Proportion of All 

Households

The Main Community Area
8% to 12% (around 1 in 10) of households are Jewish households:

L18 2 Menlove Gdns, Primrose Rd, Henley Rd 701 78 11.13%

L25 4 sw Rockbourne/Quickswood, Bower Rd 604 60 9.93%

L25 6 ne Church Rd, Woolton Pk, Aldbourne Av 423 41 9.69%

L17 1 Greenbank Dr, Rex Cohen Ct, Shalom Ct 387 37 9.59%

L15 6 se Beauclair Dr, Queens Dr (5ways-Woolton Rd) 421 40 9.50%

L16 0 Childwall Pk Av, Salisbury Pk 217 20 9.19%

L18 3 north Cromptons Ln, Beech Ln, Hornby Ln 793 71 8.95%

L18 3 south Druids Cross, Druidsville, Yew Tree Rd 605 52 8.54%

4% to 8% (around 1 in 20) of households are Jewish households:

L17 0 west Aigburth Vale, Mossley Hl Dr, Victoria Rd 459 29 6.32%

L18 9 east Glendyke Rd, Keswick Rd, Cleveley Rd 525 33 6.29%

L16 8 Green Ln N, Irene Rd, Eldred Rd 390 22 5.60%

L18 6 Harthill Rd, Garth Dr, Ballantrae Rd 657 32 4.92%

L18 0 Montclair Dr, Sinclair Dr, Plattsville Rd 379 17 4.51%

L18 8 N Mossley Hill Rd, Park Av, Palmerston Rd 568 24 4.18%

1% to 4% (around 1 in 50) of households are Jewish households:

L16 7 Childwall Priory Rd, Barcombe Rd, Corbridge Rd 789 31 3.99%

L25 5 nw Acrefield Rd, Holytree Rd, Chartmount Way 781 28 3.59%

L16 4 Rudston Rd, Paignton Rd, Padstow Rd 340 10 3.07%

L16 9 Taggart Av, Stand Park Rd, Woolacombe Rd 370 10 2.82%

L25 1 west Childwall Ln, Wallgate Rd, Headbourne Cl 230 6 2.61%

L15 6 nw Childwall Rd, Church Rd Nth, Tulip Rd 593 15 2.53%

L16 6 south Orton Rd, Dartington Rd, Okehampton Rd 229 4 1.75%

L15 9 Church Rd, Heathfield Rd, Charles Berrington Rd 783 13 1.64%

L25 4 ne Cuckoo Ln, Leybourne Rd, Hayles Gn 706 11 1.56%

L25 6 w Quarry St, Beaconsfield Rd, Vineries 661 10 1.51%

L25 3 west Station Rd, Oakfield Rd, Gateacre Brow 583 7 1.20%

L16 5 Score Ln, Barnham Dr, Well Ln 588 7 1.15%

L25 7 north Vale Rd, Allerton Rd (Woolton) 1049 12 1.14%

L17 2 Cheltenham Av, Rutland Av, Hawarden Av 455 5 1.04%

0.5% to 1% (around 1 in 130) of households are Jewish households:

L18 5 Heatherdale Rd, Heydale Rd, Garthdale Rd 989 10 0.96%

L15 8 Mill Ln, North Dr, High St (Wavertree) 1473 13 0.91%

L17 5 Fulwood Pk, Bempton Rd, Jericho Ln 527 5 0.90%

L17 6 Rosemont Rd, Barkhill Rd, Minehead Rd 987 8 0.77%

L18 7 Pitville Av, Storrsdale Rd, Greenwood Rd 1189 9 0.72%

L15 5 Grant Av, Fallowfield Rd, Kenyon Rd 803 6 0.72%

L18 1 Penny Ln, Greenbank Rd, Barndale Rd 1914 14 0.71%

L18 4 Kylemore Av, Cooper Av Nth, Martin Rd 879 5 0.54%

L15 7 Thingwall Rd, Wavertree Nook Rd 1233 7 0.54%

25280 800 3.16%

Detached areas with more than 0.5% Jewish Household density:

L24 5 Hale Village (west) 392 4 1.02%

CH45 0 Warren Dr, Sunningdale Rd (Wallasey) 633 6 0.95%

L19 0 Knowsley Rd, Grassendale Rd (Grassendale) 1068 9 0.84%

L3 4 Waterloo Dk, Navigation Whf, Ellerman Rd (Waterfront) 732 6 0.82%

L23 7 Manor Rd, St Michael's Rd, Cambridge Rd (Crosby) 1250 7 0.56%

4075 32 0.79%

Other areas with more than 0.2% Jewish Household density:

L19 9 Darby Rd, Aigburth Hall, Garston Old Rd 1234 6 0.49%

L19 3 Holmefield Rd, Stratford Rd, Riversdale Rd 873 4 0.46%

L17 3 Buckingham Av, Brompton Av, Linnet Ln 1191 5 0.40%

L25 7 south School Ln, Stowe Cl, Camp Rd 768 3 0.39%

L18 9 west Melbreck Rd, Hurstlyn Rd, Caithness Rd 859 3 0.35%

L25 2 Gorswood Rd, Chislehurst Av, Besford Rd 1837 6 0.31%

L15 3 Garmoyle Rd, Langdale Rd, Gainsborough Rd 1270 4 0.30%

L17 0 east Woodlands Rd, Dundonald Rd, Kelton Pk 1345 4 0.30%

L25 8 Watergate Ln, Manor Rd, Charterhouse Rd 1795 5 0.29%

L25 5 se The Nook, Ribble Rd, Whitney Rd 1044 3 0.29%

L17 8 Lark Ln, Parkfield Rd, Alexandra Dr 1585 4 0.24%

CH43 9 Noctorum Way/Av, Wethersfield Rd (Noctorum) 2907 7 0.24%

16708 53 0.32%

The Remainder of the Catchment 494400 214 0.04%

The Whole CH1-4, CH41-66, L1-L36 Catchment Area 540500 1100 0.20%



Community Census 2011 – Technical Report    Page 37     © Philip Sapiro and MJRC 2012   
 



Community Census 2011 – Technical Report    Page 38     © Philip Sapiro and MJRC 2012   



Community Census 2011 – Technical Report    Page 39  © Philip Sapiro and MJRC 2012   

 

Appendix D: Use of annual deaths information to derive mortality rates 

The demographics officer collates information on burials from various community organisations each year.   
Information on the number of deaths in each age group can provide an estimate of the number of people living 
in each age group.  For example, we could assess the number of 60 year olds alive in any particular year in 
the following way.   Clearly, everyone aged 60 alive in that year must eventually die – so if we record the 
number of people who die at age 61 in the following year, at age 62 in the year after that, aged 63 in the year 
after that, and so on (up to, say, 105 thirty five years later) we will have accounted for everyone who was aged 
60 in the start year.   If the population is stable, then the number of people who die at age, say 70, in one year 
will be much the same as the number dying at that age in any year.   So instead of having to add together 
deaths from a whole range of years, we could simply add together all the deaths of people aged over 60 in a 
single year – and use this as our estimate of the number of living 60 year olds. 

For Our Community, where the population is on a downward trend and therefore not stable, this approach can 
only give a general estimate of the number of living people (corroborating the information from the community 
census).  We can compare these estimated numbers of living people in each age range with the number of 
deaths for that age range to derive a set of mortality (death) rates.   Applying these rates to future estimates of 
living people will allow future numbers of deaths to be predicted. 

Table D1 summarises the analysis carried out.    Because the community cannot be considered to be a stable 
population, the deaths information for the last 11 years has been averaged in a way that gives greatest 
emphasis to the most recent data, and the assessment of numbers of living people and consequential death 
rates have been based on those weighted averages. 

The final line of Table D1 shows the published death rates for England and Wales for 2010, as a comparison.   
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Table D1 - Derivation of death rates

Table of deaths of Merseyside Community residents per annum, by gender and age
Combined

Year Age 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90-94 95-99 100+ unknown Total 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90-94 95-99 100+ unknown Total Total

2001 0 1 4 3 10 4 0 0 0 0 22 2 0 1 2 3 9 9 2 1 0 29 51

2002 0 1 3 4 6 6 4 0 0 0 24 0 1 1 2 4 12 13 0 0 0 33 57

2003 1 1 2 6 12 8 4 1 0 0 35 1 2 1 4 7 9 7 3 2 0 36 71

2004 0 3 3 6 8 7 2 1 0 0 30 1 0 4 2 5 6 6 0 2 0 26 56

2005 0 0 2 2 5 3 4 2 0 4 22 1 1 1 0 8 7 9 1 1 3 32 54

2006 4 0 3 4 6 3 4 0 0 0 24 0 1 2 4 4 5 8 6 3 0 33 57

2007 1 0 4 2 4 3 1 1 0 7 23 4 0 2 2 3 3 4 2 0 5 25 48

2008 0 0 3 1 4 0 1 0 0 1 10 1 3 1 2 7 7 5 4 1 2 33 43

2009 0 1 5 2 4 1 6 1 0 1 21 0 1 3 5 8 4 6 2 0 0 29 50

2010 2 1 2 1 2 3 4 0 0 0 15 1 0 2 3 5 9 4 5 0 0 30 46

2011 1 2 2 0 5 3 4 3 1 0 21 0 2 3 2 3 4 2 8 0 0 25 46

        11 year total 9 10 33 31 66 41 34 9 1 13 247 11 11 21 28 57 75 73 33 10 10 331 579

Weighted average number of deaths per annum over last 11 years

1.0 0.9 3.0 2.1 4.9 2.9 3.4 1.0 0.2 1.3 21 0.9 1.1 2.1 2.7 5.3 6.0 5.4 3.8 0.7 1.0 29 50

Estimate of number of living people based on deaths in last 11 years

96 91 86 72 61 37 22 5 0 469 138 133 128 117 104 77 47 20 1 766 1235

Approximate death rates (number of deaths per annum per 1000 living persons in that age range) based on average number of deaths and estimated number of living people

10 10 34 29 80 80 155 200 7 8 17 23 51 78 114 190

National death 9.99 15.96 26.04 43.69 75.55 130.60 6.32 9.93 16.77 29.67 54.66 100.25

rates, 2010 Source :  Office of National Statistics, Deaths registered in England and Wales, 2010, Tables 1 and 2

206.17 201.87

Men Women

 


