
REVIEW OF 2016 LTC 
DATA COLLECTION 
An overview of what was collected, which countries 
responded and what the data says 



OVERVIEW OF THE DATA 
COLLECTION 



Definition of long-term care 

Some medical 

care 
Personal care 

Assistance 

services 

A range of services 

Alleviate pain 
Reduce or manage 

deterioration 

that aim to 

for people with a degree of long-term dependency 



Indicators included in the 2016 LTC 

data collection 

LTC beds 

LTC users 

Formal workers 

(headcount) 

Informal carers 

Institution / 

hospital 

Home / 

institution 

Home / 

institution 

Male / 

female 

Male / 

female 

Male / 

female 

Formal workers 

(FTEs) 

Home / 

institution 

0-64 / 65-79 

/ 80+ 

Nurse / 

carer 

Setting Gender Age group Profession 



The number of countries reporting 

different indicators 

Countries reporting selected indicators and breakdowns, 

2016 and 2012 data collections 



BEDS 



Beds in LTC facilities: overview 

32 countries 

report data 

2016 

27 
2012 

5 new 

countries 

Canada 

Greece 

Latvia 

Slovenia 

Turkey 

Key points on 

comparability 

Boundary between definitions of 

hospitals and institutions  

Boundary between institutional 

care and home care 

Missing data from privately-funded 

institutions 



A small number of countries report low 

numbers of beds in LTC facilities 

Beds in residential long-term care facilities per 1,000 population 

aged 65+, 2014 or nearest year 



LTC beds in hospitals: overview 

28 countries 

report data 

2016 

25 
2012 

3 new 

countries 

Latvia 

New Zealand 

Norway 

Key points on 

comparability 

Boundary between definitions of 

hospitals and institutions  

Some countries report zero – i.e. 

they do not recognise LTC beds in 

hospitals as distinct from other 

hospital beds 



A small number of countries report high 

numbers of LTC beds in hospitals 

LTC beds in hospitals per 1,000 population aged 65+, 

2014 or nearest year 



RECIPIENTS 



LTC recipients in institutions: overview 

29 countries 

report data 

2016 

28 
2012 

1 new 

country 

Turkey 

Key points on 

comparability 

Boundary between institutional 

care and home care 

Under-reporting of privately-funded 

care 



On average 0.75% of the population 

lives in a LTC institution 

LTC users in institutions as a % of the total population 

* over-65s only 



LTC recipients at home: overview 

22 countries 

report data 

2016 

23 
2012 

2 new 

countries 

Austria 

Mexico 

3 
countries 

no longer 

report data 

Czech Republic 

United Kingdom 

United States 

Key points on 

comparability 

Boundary between institutional 

care and home care 

Under-reporting of privately-

funded care – likely to be more 

important for home care than 

institutional care 



Over 2% of the population receives LTC 

at home – but data is less complete 

LTC users living at home as a % of the total population 

* over-65s only 



The share of LTC recipients living at 

home has risen in most countries 



The definition of “home care” is not 

always straightforward 

% of LTC recipients aged 65+  in different settings in Finland 



The definition of “home care” is not 

always straightforward 

% of LTC recipients aged 65+  in different settings in Finland 



The definition of “home care” is not 

always straightforward 

% of LTC recipients aged 65+  in different settings in Finland 



WORKERS 



LTC workers, formal sector: overview 

23 countries 

report data 

2016 

20 
2012 

3 new 

countries 

Austria 

Canada 

New Zealand 

Key points on 

comparability 

High rates of part-time work, but 

only 17 countries report FTE data 

France and Turkey can only report 

workers in institutional care 

Undeclared workers are a major 

source of home care in some 

countries, but won’t show up in 

these data 



In most countries, most LTC workers 

are in institutions 

LTC workers per 100 people aged 65+ 



Where FTE data is reported it matches 

up well with headcount data 

Average hours worked by LTC workers (share of one FTE) 



Informal carers: overview 

11 countries 

report data 

2016 

9 
2012 

4 new 

countries 

Australia 

Germany 

Ireland 

Turkey 

3 
countries 

no longer 

report data 

Denmark 

United Kingdom 

Key points on 

comparability 

Some countries use survey data 

and other use number of claimants 

for carer benefits 

Serious concerns about 

comparability 

Recommend dropping from data 

collection 



Data on informal carers is not well-

reported seems unreliable 

% of population providing informal care 

Countries 
using 
survey 
data 



OECD analysis of survey data gives 

better coverage and comparability 

% of over-50s providing informal care 

Source: OECD analysis of data from SHARE (2013) and other country surveys 



• Comment on the progress made with LTC data 
collection 

• Highlight any challenges faced in responding 

• Are “supported living” arrangements are 
important in your country and how are they are 
classified? 

• Are you content with the proposal to discontinue 
the collection on informal carers? 

 

 

Points for discussion 


