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This report was commissioned by Central London Forward (CLF), the strategic
and lobbying organisation that represents the twelve London central boroughs.
The report was commissioned by CLF to provide an analytical base to inform
the development of an economic strategy which will outline policy measures,
deliverable by constituent boroughs.
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Executive summary
London is one of the great global cities and its ongoing prosperity is critical to the future
success of the UK economy. London is one of only three UK regions that is a net contributor
to the Exchequer. The capital is a powerful global magnet, home to some of the largest
businesses in the world and to an energetic young, international and highly skilled population.
London’s beating heart is made up of the twelve central London boroughs that make up
Central London Forward (CLF).
The city’s commercial and cultural epicentre is based across CLF; the twelve boroughs
contribute much of the vibrancy and creativity that makes London one of the world’s most
admired cities. Last year, London was ranked the top city in the world for global business. This
reflects the capital’s strength in areas such as regulation, innovation and access to a highlyskilled workforce. London was the second most visited city in the world, with most tourists
visiting cultural attractions and restaurants in the CLF boroughs. The city drew in over
100,000 international students to world-leading universities, most based in CLF boroughs.
International property investors invested almost £19bn in (primarily) CLF-based property in the
year to June 2016, making it the second most foreign direct invested-in city, after New York
City. This is a remarkable set of achievements for a city that went through a series of
economic difficulties in the 1970s and early 1980s.
The future continues to look bright for CLF boroughs. The strength of the businesses based in
the centre of London and the new economic assets being built, from the Crick Institute to
Crossrail, will help the area to prosper. However, there is some evidence that CLF’s success
over the last few years is beginning to incur direct costs. In addition there are a number of new
potential endogenous ‘shock’ factors such as Brexit that will have unpredictable
consequences. With foresight and management all of these risks are negotiable, and the
opportunities CLF and greater London continues to have as one of the great global cities, will
remain protected.

CLF in the short-term
The CLF boroughs have experienced an unprecedented period of growth over the five years
to 2015. During this period a net additional 503,000 jobs were created, an increase of 20% of
all jobs across the twelve boroughs. This rate of job growth reflects CLF’s position as a
magnet for businesses. These rates of growth are historically high not just for London, but
compared to all other developed global cities – the growth rates are of rates reflect the high
volume of commercial development across areas of CLF. During the same time, CLF also
gained over 240,000 new residents, many based in new residential developments. These high
rates of growth have boosted the economy of CLF, but have created growing pains. If CLF is
to continue to grow, the boroughs will need to address these legacy growth pains and ensure
the capital’s infrastructure is able to cope with current and future demand , particularly in the
following areas:
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Infrastructure: Most of the new commercial property developments have been built across a
small spatial footprint of CLF. As a result the infrastructure demands of these new
developments are greater than the supply of services available. Brownouts are becoming
more common as electricity supplies are over subscribed and CLF’s physical fibre network is
unable to supply demand. 4G network coverage is behind other global and UK cities.
Transport: The majority of people who have filled the net additional 503,000 jobs in CLF reside
in outer CLF-boroughs or across the South East. This has created a large volume of additional
commuter inflow into CLF. Train stations in some outer-CLF boroughs have experienced
passenger volume increases of between 500% and 1,000%. Tube passenger journeys have
also increased with traffic volume at Tube stations increasing from 200% to 500% over the
period. Equally, this has placed tremendous pressure on train and Tube stations within the
CLF boroughs as incoming commuters travel to work. The physical congestion combined with
increase in disruptions introduces net additional financial costs for businesses and opportunity
costs for staff. If London is going to continue as a hub and spoke city where CLF continues as
the Central Activity Zone, further thought is required on how to deal with greater volumes of
people commuting in and out of CLF on a daily basis. Crossrail will help to ameliorate some of
the demand, but is forecast to add just 10% of additional rail volume, a figure that is likely to
be absorbed by growing demand before the project is completed.
Mid-Career Net Outflow of Residents: CLF is a city of the young. The population pyramids
demonstrate that CLF (and London itself) has a much younger age profile than other global
cities. This is a double-edged sword. Cities compete to attract young wealth creators,
particularly young, highly ambitious, educated and creative residents that will create the new
technologies and jobs of the future. However, much of CLF’s sectoral base is concentrated in
more traditional areas of the economy – financial services and the surrounding professional
services. The statistics show that from an intra-UK perspective the net outflow of CLF
residents 25 years and older is significantly greater than the inflow – once people reach a
certain age they leave London, with only one third of leavers commuting back into CLF. This is
becoming an issue for CLF-based businesses as they compete to secure mid-career staff,
often the staff that are critical for businesses. Today, many of these positions are being filled
by international and EU citizens moving to work in CLF.
Residential Property Costs and Typology: Housing affordability has been and remains a major
issue for CLF. However, this report outlines the fact that it is mainly family-aged residents who
are leaving CLF and the wider London area. This is a function not just of the high cost of
housing, but the fact that CLF and London does not provide family-friendly urban, high-density
housing for families. Much of London’s high-rise and urban residential development has been
focussed on young professionals. It is the combination of lack of available urban development
of housing, combined with high prices for traditional housing stock in outer-CLF boroughs that
may be pushing mid-age London residents (and CLF workers) out of London.
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Affordability and Earnings Inequality: The increase in population and commuters into CLF has
driven an increase in residential property prices and costs across CLF and the wider area. To
illustrate, even though London ranks as the top city for business, it only ranks 26 th for
affordability. This is the result of the rate of cost growth, primarily housing and transport,
outstripping wage growth. This phenomenon impacts all CLF and wider London residents.
However, the impact has been more acute for part-time CLF workers. Today only 50% of parttime workers – primarily those employed in retail, hotels, restaurants and building services –
make more than the London Living Wage. CLF’s economy is heavily dependent on these
service workers and over the last five years the proportion of CLF residents earning less than
the LLW has increased. This means wage inequality has become more acute during the
period CLF’s economy has grown.

CLF in the Medium Term
Like share prices, the ranking of global cities rise and fall. London and CLF has done
extraordinarily well in recent years. Not only has the rate of growth been higher than most
other European cities, but London’s ranking as a world city remains intact. However, CLF’s
future growth relies on addressing the short-term issues outlined earlier. This will ensure the
capital’s central boroughs are prepared to deal with some of the wider trends and challenges
it will face.
Companies Follow People. The long-observed pattern has been for companies to base
headquarter in prestigious cities with the assumption that future employees will be willing to
relocate. This is likely to remain the case for sectors in manufacturing and for major clusters
such as financial services in the City of London. However, there is growing evidence that the
new generation of ‘new economy’ companies, such as technology firms and bioengineering
think differently. For many of these companies it is more important to secure highly-skilled
workers than be based in highly prestigious locations This is because the supply of these
individuals remains in shorter supply than the demand for them. For this reason, highly-skilled
employees are now able to influence where high-value companies base R&D facilities and
operations. And many of this highly-skilled cohort consider quality of life and affordability when
considering where to live. Therefore there is a risk that CLF will miss becoming the base for
‘new economy’ companies over the medium term if the issues outlined above are not
addressed. The evidence shows that smaller, second cities where residents find a highly
urban environment with less of a big-corporate dominance are favoured. If CLF is to ensure
that it becomes home not just to important traditional companies, but home to the new
generation of future companies, it will important to think about how the boroughs compete, not
just for existing corporates, but to attract and keep a new generation of international residents.
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Brexit: Of all the areas in the UK, the UK’s population’s decision to back Brexit will
have the most profound impact on CLF. CLF is today a dumbbell economy with the
majority of jobs either in the higher earning financial services and related professional
occupations and the service economy that support them. Of immediate concern are
the jobs in the 250+ foreign financial services companies that are based in London,
many in order to gain EU Passporting Rights into the EU. Subject to the Brexit
negotiations, there is a high risk that CLF will lose a number of these European
headquarters jobs as non-EU financial services companies relocate to Frankfurt,
Paris or other European cities.
The knock-on effect of Brexit in CLF is may be acute. For every 13 jobs created in
the financial and professional services sector over the last five years, 10 jobs have
been created in the services industries supporting those jobs. Therefore any loss of
financial services jobs as a result of Brexit will have a an impact on wider CLF
employment. Given the structure of the CLF dumbbell economy, this means losses at
one end of the economy may have direct consequences at the opposite end of the
economy. For this reason CLF’s lack of economic diversity is a concern. In other
words, much of CLF’s economy is exposed to the same cyclical cycles
(macroeconomic) or endogenous shocks (such as Brexit).
However, for the same reasons described above, if CLF can retains its position as a
strongly competitive global city, and address the short-term growing pains, there is
no reason why many sub-sectors of financial services that are not reliant on EU
Passporting Rights will not remain headquartered in CLF. Examples include
European insurance and reinsurance companies, as well as UK banks that already
have EU-based operations.
London is a global city that has grown at unprecedented rates. It is inevitable that
future population and job growth may be imperilled by the UK population’s decision
to leave the EU. However, the strength of CLF as the centre of London’s commercial
and cultural heart remains unchallenged despite Brexit. The challenge is to ensure
CLF boroughs maintain global magnet status in-spite of Brexit.
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London’s economy is the strongest in the UK,
but other global cities are growing more quickly
Comparative GVA Growth of major UK Cities

Comparative GDP Growth of Global Cities
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London’s economy remains the strongest in the UK; GVA per capita in London is almost double
that of the rest of the country at £43,6001 compared to £22,5002. In recent years the gap
between the two figures has grown and this has driven much of the political impetus to
redistribute the economy. However, under the surface of London’s economic success lies a more
nuanced story.
When compared to a range of other global cities, London’s economic growth is strong, but
middling. London’s growth outstrips that of all other European capital and major cities.
However, this is against a back-drop of sluggish growth across much of Europe. When compared
against the emerging global cities of the Asia-Pacific region, London’s growth rates lag behind.
This is relevant as it is Asian-Pacific cities that are projected to grow and deliver not just the
highest GDP growth rates globally, but soon the highest GDP per capita rates in the world. 3
This is despite the fact London’s GVA growth appears to have rebounded quickly since the
2008/2009 recession. Since 2010 the economy has been growing at pre-recession rates and
notably against the pattern of many other UK regions. This has much to do with London’s
positioning as a global and highly competitive city.
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London is a globally competitive city, and has
retained this position for several years
PwC Cities of Opportunity Index

Most visited cities

Indicator Set

London’s
Ranking

City

Arrivals in
2014 (mn)

Intellectual capital and innovation

1st

Hong Kong

27.77

Technology readiness

2nd

London

17.38

City gateway

1st

Singapore

17.09

Transport and infrastructure

8th

Bangkok

16.25

Health, safety and security

8th

Paris

14.98

Sustainability and the natural
environment

13th

Macau

14.97

Demographics and livability

3rd

Dubai

13.20

Economic clout

1st

Shenzen

13.12

Ease of doing business

3rd

New York City

12.23

Cost

26th

Istanbul

1..87

Source: PwC Cities of Opportunity Version 7,
2016

Source: Euromonitor

London’s strength as a global city is well-acknowledged and the city was last year ranked the
leading global city by two leading city ranking indices – the PwC Cities of Opportunity Index and
the Global Financial Centres Index.
London’s magnetism is created by a complementary basket of strengths: it is a highly
international and educated city, with half of all workers being educated to degree level. The city
benefits from the stability provided by widely emulated legal and regulatory frameworks.
Corporation tax is lower than that in any other G7 country. The city has a range of cultural and
educational assets that are world-renowned. For all of these reasons and many more, London is
a competitive location for businesses. The capital not only draws-in mulitnationals but also
attracts the highest volume of tourists in any city after Hong Kong, as well as over 100,000
international students.
However, as the PwC Cities of Opportunity illustrates, London scores in the top three for six of
the ten indicators, but is falling down the rankings for some key components. For instance, the
high cost of living in the capital is becoming notorious. Transport and wider infrastructure
pressures are becoming more apparent; safety and security may become an even greater
concern after widely-publicised, recent events. There is a risk that these challenges may begin
to damage London’s reputation as a global city, and as a result GVA growth, if they are not
tackled forewith.
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London’s global magnetism has led to a significant
increase in residents and jobs across London4
+713,625 jobs in Greater London

+612,200 people in Greater London

Rest of London

CLF 4

CLF 8

Rest of London

+103,634 jobs

+400,015 jobs

+503,649 jobs
in CLF 12

+260,400 people
in CLF 12

71%
of London’s
new jobs

43%
of London’s
new residents

CLF 4

CLF 8

+118,900 people

+141,500 people

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES and ONS Population Estimates data

London’s position as a globally competitive city has attracted many new residents into the city.
Over the five years from 2010-20155, a net additional 612,200 people moved to London, with
260,400 net additional people moving into the CLF area alone, an increase in population of
just under 10%. The net increase in new jobs over the same period was even greater: more
than 714,000 new jobs were created in London, of which over 500,000 were based in CLF, a
net increase of over 20% of jobs in CLF.
By any standards, geographically or historically, this is a remarkable expansion of a city’s
resident and jobs base. In fact, it was only exceeded by Seoul (13%); all other major global
cities including New York (1.3%), Hong Kong (2.6%), Tokyo (3.5%), Paris (3.7%) and Los Angeles
(4.9%) experienced significantly lower rates of population growth over the same period.6
So if London (and CLF’s) workforce increased at higher rates than other global cities, why has
GVA growth rate not performed as well, particularly against Asian-Pacific cities?
This question frames the analytical structure set out in this report. This question is not
intended to downplay CLF’s strength and importance; it is used as an analytical device to
unpick whether there are any cyclical or structural barriers to growth help to identify growth
opportunities for the future.
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Hypotheses on why the link between job/resident growth n
CLF and economic growth has not been stronger
1.

London’s economy is growing in concentration in traditional sectors

2.

Physical concentration of jobs creation in the centre

3. London’s population is comparatively young
4. Earnings distribution is a challenge despite a highly qualified workforce
5. London relies on international workers and residents
6. Taxation is out of sync

Economic and sectoral diversity is important in cities for two reasons.
First, sectoral diversity provides cities with economic resilience by protecting cities from
being exposed to cyclical and structural changes in large industries. Economically diverse
cities provide residents with some insurance against major economic downturns, changing
trade terms (like Brexit), globalisation and technological progress, all of which are projected
to have significant impacts on various industries and occupations. In other words, economic
diversity can protect against economic decline.7
Second, a varied economic composition in a city is what helps lead to the cross-fertilisation
of idea and research areas that in turn create the new technologies and jobs of the future.
The theory is that these emerging sectors create the high-growth, high-value sectors of a
city’s future economy, compared to traditional sectors.8
The first hypothesis considers whether London is losing sectoral diversity and in turn
becoming more concentrated in traditional sectors such as financial services and related
professional services, and as a result losing out on the creation of new high-value jobs in
emerging high-growth jobs. If held to be true, this could help explain why the phenomenal
increase in CLF jobs over the last five years has not translated into higher rates of GVA
growth. For this hypothesis to hold true, London would have to have greater concentration
in single sectors than other global cities.
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London’s economy is becoming more concentrated
Number of SIC5 sectors that employ 50% of jobs in each borough

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES data
One way to measure economic concentration is to consider how many SIC5 sectors employ a
threshold of 50% of jobs in each CLF borough. In 2010, across the 12 CLF boroughs, on average
50% of jobs were employed in 19 SIC5 sectors. By 2015, despite the creation of a net additional
500,000 jobs, on average 50% of jobs had fallen to just 12 sectors. This suggests that the new
jobs were created in sectors that were already dominant; that is, new jobs were created in
sectors high concentrations in CLF’s economy..
For several sectors the growth in sectoral concentration has been in compact spatial areas and in
some cases, limited to one or two boroughs. This is particularly the case for higher-value sectors
such as banking. For example, 50% of all jobs in the City of London are in just eight SIC5 sectors:
banks, employment agencies, management consultants, insurance agents, brokers, solicitors,
auxiliary financial services and accountancy, all of which have grown in concentration.
Therefore, it appears that boroughs with a strong financial services presence (or related business
services complex, like Southwark) grew those concentrations over the last five years, at the
expense of other sectors.
For a further discussion of this, please see Annex Slides X, Y and Z, where a more detailed
discussion on the spatial concentration of three sectors that also grew in concentration – head
offices, management consultancy and banking.
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Sectoral concentration is occurring at both ends of the
economic spectrum
SIC5 top two sectors of highest concentration in 2015 by CLF Borough
CLF Borough

Primary SIC5

Secondary SIC5

Camden

Hospital Activities

First-degree level education

City of London

Banks

Temporary Employment Agencies

Hackney

Primary Education

Hospital Activities

Haringey

Primary Education

Retail Sales

Islington

Temporary employment
agencies

Management consultant activities

Kensington & Chelsea

Hospital Activities

Licensed Restaurants

Lambeth

Hospital Activities

Business-Support Services

Lewisham

Primary Education

Hospital Activities

Southwark

Accounting & Auditing

Hospital Activities

Tower Hamlets

Banks

Accounting & Auditing

Wandsworth

Hospital Activities

Primary Education

Westminster

Public Administration

Management consultant activities

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES data
Sectoral concentration is occurring at both ends of the economic spectrum. In the City of London
and Tower Hamlets, there is a growing concentration in high-value sectors such as banking,
insurance agents, solicitors and management consultants. The increase in concentration is coterminus with an increase in the total number of jobs in those sectors, which suggests that many
of CLF’s new jobs have been created in these traditional strongholds.
However, the increase in concentration has been even more notable in public services –
primarily in hospital activities and primary education. This reflects the fact CLF’s growing resident
base have in turn required additional public services, which in turn have created more jobs that
employ new residents. What is notable is the fact many of these jobs are in lower GVA-earning
sectors. This provides another explanation for why CLF’s increase in jobs has not translated to
higher than expected rates of GVA growth, despite the importance of these jobs: For example:
• Hospital activities covers all of the activities required to run a hospital from anaesthetists and
surgeons to nurses and hospital porters; and
• Primary education covers all of the activities required to run a primary school including
teachers, administrators and support staff.
For a full picture of each CLF borough, including the growing and weakening sectors over time, a
location quotient analysis has been produced for each borough and is included in the Annex.
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Which is creating a ‘dumbbell’ CLF economy
Distribution of jobs in 2015
Low wage
Administrative and Support Jobs
Retail, food and beverage, accomodation
Employment and Recruitment Support
Transport and distribution
Wholesale trade
Manufacturing
Construction
Jobs 2015
Jobs 2010

Media and Publishing
Leisure, creative arts and sport
ICT and telecomms
Financial Services
Professional, scientific and technical
0

100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000 500,000 600,000 700,000 800,000

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES and ASHE data

High wage

The increase sectoral concentrations in financial services and professional, scientific and
technical (which is being driven by the increases in management consultants and corporate
headquarters, not scientists or researchers, who are also included in the category) is
mirrored by an increase in concentration in low-paid sectors – primarily retail and food and
beverage services. These are the services that are required by growing banks, management
consultancies and large corporate headquarters – the sandwich shops, grocery stores, dry
cleaners and clothing shops that are locating in growing volumes alongside London’s
professional class. The majority of London’s workers either work in CLF’s high-paid jobs, or
the service jobs that support them, as the chart above demonstrates. There is a risk that
London is evolving into an ‘Upstairs, Downstairs’ economy, as depicted by the barbell shape
above.
Many of the jobs at the top end of the barbell of the chart above, support not just growing
businesses and financial services, but also London’s large tourism sector, a sector that is
growing in importance. In 2014 London was the second most visited city in the world, after
Hong Kong. Since the Brexit vote and the associated depreciation of the pound, there has
been a significant increase in ‘Brexit tourism’ as international shoppers to the West End and
other shopping centres to purchase relatively cheaper luxury goods.8
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How CLF’s sectors compare to the rest of the country
2010-2015
10
Security dealing on own account
9

News agency activities

8

7

Fund management activities

LQ 2015

Market research and public
opinion polling

5

Web portals

Activities of professional
membership organisations

Activities of
6 insurance agents
and brokers
Advertising agencies

Media representation
Other service activities incidental
to land transportation, nec (not
including operation of rail freight
terminals, passenger facilities at
railway stations or passenger
facilities at bus and coach
stations)

4

Performing arts
Banks

3
Accounting, and auditing
activities
2

Management consultancy
activities (other than financial
management)

Activities of head offices
1
Regulation of and contribution to
more efficient operation of
businesses
-1

-2

Other research and experimental
development on natural sciences
and engineering
0
0
1

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES data

Computer consultancy activities

2

3

4

LQ change 2010-15

The previous analysis shows that a number of sectors in CLF have become more concentrated
over the last five years. The next consideration to make is whether that pattern is a national
trend (and therefore evident in all UK cities) or is unique to CLF.
To assess this, Location Quotient (LQs) for CLF have been calculated. A location quotient
quantifies the strength of particular sectors relative to the rest of the country. The Y axis
depicts the relative strength of a give CLF sector and the higher up the scale the more unique
the sector is to CLF. The X axis depicts the change in CLF’s strength in that sector over the last
five years. Sectors that appear to the left of 0 (thus negative) have declined in relative strength
and those to the right have grown. Finally, the bubble size depicts the number of jobs based in
CLF – the larger the bubble, the more jobs. Only sectors that sustain 1,000 or more jobs across
CLF have been included in the analysis. The following observations can be made:

•

Web portals are the fastest growing concentration, with a large increase in LQ relative to
the rest of the country. This shows that web based businesses are unique to CLF. However,
the small size of the circle indicates that the volume of jobs to date, is relatively small.
However, the investment in shared, flexible offices such as WeWork facilities across
London is likely to increase job numbers;

•

CLF’s national dominance over traditional sectors such as banking, accounting,
management consultancy, advertising is increasing;
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•

To the left hand side of 0 on the x-axis are CLF sectors that have lost strength relative to
the rest of the country. This includes ‘Research and experimental development on natural
sciences and engineering’. This is an important sector as it supports the development of
new technologies and innovation. It includes all jobs that are linked to all scientific
research (aside from biotechnology) including medical sciences research, physics, civil
engineering, cancer research, atomic research and environmental research. CLF’s decrease
in concentration does not mean that CLF’s pockets of excellence are being eroded; what is
does mean is that other parts of the country are growing their strengths in these areas at
a faster rate than CLF, and as a result becoming more competitive.

•

What is also notable is the fact that several high value, ‘new economy’ sectors simply do
not appear in CLF’s location quotient analysis. These include biotechnology, software
development or gaming. The reason they do not appear in the location quotient analysis is
not because there aren’t any jobs in these sectors in CLF; they do not appear as the
number of total jobs for each sector did not total to more than 1,000 across CLF in 2015,
or the proportion of jobs in these sectors was the same as would be found in other UK
cities, and as such CLF’s strength is not unique.

•

In addition, the sectors discussed at the top-end of the dumbbell on page 11 do not
appear in the location quotient analysis even though they support hundreds of thousands
of jobs. The reason for this is the fact that these jobs proportionally, are similar to the
proportion of those same jobs across the rest of the UK.

What this analysis illustrates is that CLF’s sectoral specialisms, compared to the rest of the
country are in the traditional areas of financial services and related business services such as
management consultancy, accounting and auditing services, fund management, etc. CLF’s
dominance in media and news is also evidence.
However, CLF is as of 2015, there it appeared that CLF did not have relative strengths in
emerging, high-value sectors such as those in the sciences, technology and new media, sectors
captured in the ‘Professional and Scientific’ occupational classification. It is these sectors that
will create many of the technologies, businesses and jobs of the future.
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Technology companies prefer to locate outside of
CLF
Regional Location Quotients for High-Tech Economy
0.9

1.5

2.0

Sout East

Scotland

Eastern

North West

South West

East Midlands

1.0
North East

London

Wales

High-Tech
Economy

York & Humb

0.8

West Midlands

0.5

Source: NESTA, The Geography of the UK’s Creative and High-Tech Economies

One of the explanations for why many ‘new economy’ sectors, particularly those in high-technology
are not growing CLF is because CLF is losing out to competition with other parts of the UK. Analysis
by NESTA, illustrates this. London’s Creative and High-Tech economy ranks 8th out of 11 regions.
There are many reasons why this may be the case. London (and CLF) may be a prohibitively
expensive place to base research and development teams. Given the unpredictable timescales of
R&D companies seek to keep fixed costs like premises low to maximise investment. For example,
Amazon, a CLF-headquarterd company, recently decided to build a 60,000 sq. ft. drone research
facility in Cambridge. Significant investment has been made in and around Cambridge to build on
what is arguably the UK’s oldest technology cluster, by expanding and creating new research parks
designed for technology and hardware businesses.13
With that said, London does have a strong high-technology sub-sector: An analysis of the 50 fastest
growing technology companies in the UK shows that the technology companies that are based in
London tend to focus on Fintech. London is also strong at creating internet based companies, but
falls behind other regions in the development of software.

Sectoral and Regional Analysis of 50 Fastest Growing Tech Companies

20
18
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0

FinTech

Software
London

South East

Media
Midlands

Scotland

Internet
North East

Communications
North West

Source: Deloitte, Fast 50 Technology Companies
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This is counter to the trend in other global cities
New York City Employment by Industry April 2010 and April 2015

Construction
Manufacturing
Retail
Accommodation & Food
Health & Social Assistance
Administrative
Prof Scientific and Tech
Information
Other
Securities
0.0%

2.0%

4.0%

6.0%

2015

8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0% 18.0%
2010

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of New York Department of Labour data

CLF’s growing concentration in financial services and other related sectors is counter to
the prevailing trend in several other global cities, particularly those with dominant
financial sectors.
For instance, over the last five years the financial services sector in New York City has
decreased in concentration from just under 12% of jobs in 2010 to 10.7% five years later.
The decrease in financial services jobs has been countered by an increase in jobs in the
professional, scientific and technical sector – the valuable research sectors that create
future technologies and jobs. There has also been significant growth in the ‘management
of companies and enterprises sector’, which includes accountancy and general
management consultancy.9 A similar pattern holds in Paris and Singapore.10 11 The
exception is Hong Kong which has also experienced an increased concentration in
financial services over the same period; however the increase in concentration is less
than in CLF. In 2010 all financial services made up 16% of the economy and grew to 17%
by 2015.12
Therefore it appears that growth in non-traditional sectors and different areas of
professional activity are growing at a faster rate than financial services in many other
global cities. The increase in economic diversity helps to build economic resilience as
protect against economic shocks and cycles as well as sectoral disruption. This is
opposite to the pattern in CLF.
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CLF’s economy is dominated by large firms. More than
50% of jobs are held in 1,245 businesses - just 0.5% of
the total business count
Business counts and employment distribution
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CLF’s economy is also heavily biased towards large firms. The chart above shows the
distribution of CLF’s 213,000 registered businesses against the distribution of CLF’s 2.9mn
jobs. In 2016, 50% of CLF jobs were based in 1,245 companies, 0.5% of all businesses.
This is likely driven by several factors. First, CLF’s high premises costs may only be affordable
by large companies. Rents have hit £68 per sq. ft. in the City and £125 in the West End,
compared to £34 in Manchester.14 In particular many multinational companies have chosen
to base European regional headquarters in CLF in recent years despite the high costs.
However, this distribution introduces another concentration issue for CLF to consider. As has
been outlined CLF is becoming more dependent on a smaller number of sectors, many
dependent of linked to the financial services sector. The analysis above indicates that many of
these are very large businesses. Over the last five years the proportion of proportion of jobs
based in large companies has increased. This again raises issues about economic resilience
and exposure to single economic cycles or shocks, particularly in light of the country’s
decision to leave the EU.
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The consequences of CLF’s economy becoming less
diversified
Observations on the hypothesis
On the basis of the evidence outlined it appears that CLF’s sectoral concentration is growing
in areas of the economy that have long been strengths, but not gaining in high-growth ‘new
economy’ sectors. To summarise the evidence:
• In every CLF borough (with the exception of City of London) jobs are becoming more
concentrated across a smaller number of sectors;
• In every CLF borough, the concentration is increasing in already dominant sectors (as
opposed to new sectors); namely either banking and financial services (x, y and z) or
public services (x, y and z);
• These changes in concentration have created a ‘dumbbell’ economy in CLF with the
majority of jobs either in high-paying professional services or lower-paying service jobs;
• The top-end of the CLF economic dumbbell is becoming even more concentrated around
financial services and related sectors, making the economy more mono-centric;
• In particular, CLF is losing out to other parts of the country in ‘new economy’ sectors,
particularly new medical sciences and software. The exception is FinTech, where London
dominates;
• This pattern is counter to many other global cities. Many other global cities are becoming
less concentrated around financial services and are growing new sectors in research and
technology; and
• A greater proportion of CLF jobs are now held by large companies, many of which are in
financial services, which increases the issues around resilience.

Risks to CLF
The increase in sectoral concentration in CLF introduces a number of risks.

Cyclical Risk
Much of the CLF’s economy is constellated around financial services and corporate
headquarters and the law firms, management consultancies, accountancy firms and
advertising agencies that support them. This means that much of CLF’s economic base is
exposed to the same business cycles, as was the base in the Recession of 2008-2010. Since
then the increase in concentration in these same sectors means that CLF’s exposure to the
sector is even greater. Should there be a change in economic circumstances, or a shock,
much of the economy is exposed. For instance it has been a low interest rate environment
for a number of years and banks have undertaken significant lending. Whilst a rise in interest
rates would be beneficial to CLF based banks (increasing the margin), there could for
instance be greater rates of default as businesses and individuals struggle to maintain
increasing debt burdens.
18
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Brexit
It is inevitable that Brexit will have a significant impact on CLF’s economy. Today there are
250 foreign banks operating in London covering a fifth of all global banking activity
worldwide.15 At the time of writing the direction of Brexit negotiations is not known.
However, there is a high risk that the UK will not retain EU Passporting Rights. Should this be
the case many of international banks will move European operations based in London to
other European cities. CLF’s insurance and reinsurance sectors are expected to be less sever
as many global insurance companies provide services to EU countries through formal
subsidiaries rather than branches that require passporting rights. Asset Managers (including
Pension funds) with assets in Europe would require third-country equivalence under the EU
regulations, provisions that are currently not being discussed. This would make it difficult for
asset managers with significant European assets or funds under management to continue to
be based in London. Whatever the outcome of the Brexit negotiations, there is a real risk
that many international firms will choose to leave CLF. Rival European cities, namely Paris
and Frankfurt are already circling. Delegation of ministers, mayors and assorted financial
centre lobbyists from Paris, Frankfurt, Luxembourg and Dublin have travelled to London
make glossy presentations about their cities’ competitive advantages over London.17

Sector Disruption
CLF’s heavy exposure to financial services may also pose a risk linked to technological
developments. Financial services firms are facing important questions about their future,
driven by disruptive technologies, ranging from big data to artificial intelligence and machine
learning to fintech solutions and blockchain. Several surveys of financial services leaders
shows that a substantial percentage are concerned that their sector and company is at risk
of major disruption within the coming decade. In almost all cases, new technological
developments would reduce the requirement for highly paid staff. This would in turn impact
CLF’s economy as these high-value jobs are lost entirely.

Opportunities
Tourism
As mentioned earlier, London is the second most visited city in the world. The impact of
Brexit and short to medium term economic worries has driven a depreciation of the pound;
sterling has been at the lowest level against the dollar for close to thirty years. The
decreasing pound has created issues for many other parts of the UK, particularly where
manufacturing plays a critical role. However, the depreciation of the pound has led to
historically high tourism numbers and associated spending. For a city that has gained a
reputation as expensive and poor value for money, this may help London to attract even
more visitors.
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Hypotheses on why the link between job/resident
growth and economic growth has not been stronger
1.

London’s economy is growing in concentration in traditional sectors

2.

Physical concentration of jobs creation in the centre

3. London’s population is comparatively young
4. Earnings distribution is a challenge despite a highly qualified workforce
5. London relies on international workers and residents
6. Taxation is out of sync

Much of CLF constitutes London’s Central Activities Zone (CAZ) the commercial and
cultural centre of the city. Over the last few years the majority of the city’s new jobs have
been created in the CAZ, increasing its concentration.
This hypothesis considers whether the increase in jobs within CLF (as opposed to the
wider London area) is driving greater congestion into and out of the CLF area. If this is
found to be the case, it may have implications for the future growth of CLF, and may
explain why economic growth to date has not been as great as would be expected
following the creation of many new jobs.
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Job creation has been concentrated in the centre
of CLF
2010-15
2010-15

CLF 8
CLF 4

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES data
Over the last five years, a net additional 504,000 new jobs have been created in CLF.
The majority of these jobs were located in a small spatial area of CLF that constitutes just 1.5% of
the footprint of Greater London. The majority of new CLF jobs were created in Canary Wharf and
The City as well as King’s Cross and Paddington Basin, following significant redevelopment in both
area.
There has been significant commercial development to create offices and workplaces for new
workers. This has in turn put significant pressure on CLF’s infrastructure. Specifically there has
been insufficient electricity supply to meet the increase in market demand and areas of CLF
including the West End have been subject to increasing numbers of brownouts.21
The distribution of jobs in the centre of CLF reflects the patterns discussed in the previous section:
the new jobs have been established in the traditional sectors of financial services and professional
services alongside new retail, food and hotel jobs, often based in the ground floors of large new
developments and buildings. Within the centre of CLF on average the creation of 10 new
professional services jobs has been matched by the establishment of 13 new services jobs.
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Which is driving up property prices and may affect
GVA calculations
Commercial property sales
2016
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Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of EGi data

Despite the volume of new commercial property that has been developed in CLF (and is
currently being developed), commercial property prices remain high. The map above
shows commercial property transactions for 2016.18

A spatial cluster analysis of property transactions indicates that Holborn was the epicentre
of a 2.5km catchment area of high transaction values in 2016. Within the catchment area,
commercial property prices are exchanged for an average price of £47mn. Outside of that
catchment area, across the remaining areas of CLF, the average transaction price drops to
£9mn. The difference in average transaction price reflects greater demand for buildings
and premises by businesses and investors in the catchment area than current supply.
City governments in many other global cities, including Singapore and New York, are
actively pursuing development policies to decentralise Commercial and Business Districts
(CBDs) or the CAZ area, as it is referred to in London. In Singapore, the city used Mass
Transit links to create new suburban and peripheral office markets outside of the CBD
area. For CLF, this could mean establishing mini-CBDs in areas such as Lewisham.19
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Whilst the majority of new residents live outside
the CLF area
2010-15

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ONS data

The map above shows where CLF’s new workers live in London, with the majority of
workers (in terms of volume) living outside of CLF and commuting in. Over the period
there have been large new constellations of CLF workers in Hounslow, Surbiton and
Hendon. New residential developments in Stratford, Greenwich and Woolwich have
gained large numbers of CLF workers as well. In addition, as the map illustrates, there has
been a large increase of residents within the CLF area. However, it is not possible from
data to determine how many new CLF residents have filled the 503,00 net additional jobs
The map shows that the majority of CLF’s new workers live outside of the area and
commute in and this may raise some issues. This means that CLF’s businesses are
dependent on workers being able to easily commute in and out. It also means that CLF’s
economy is dependent on non-CLF boroughs to provide housing, public services and a
good quality of life to its workforce and both ends of the dumbbell economy.
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And rent affordability continues to be a problem,
which impacts on quality of life
Private rent affordability
2015
Median private rent as proportion
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Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ASHE and VOA data

The table and map above show the ongoing pressure of increased demand for housing in
CLF. The analysis in the table shows that the median rent being quoted for a property is
more than 60% of income in every borough, except for Lewisham where it is 51%. To live
in Westminster or Kensington and Chelsea, tenants will need to spend more than 100% of
their take home pay to cover median rent. This means that CLF is non-viable as a place to
live for much of London’s population, particularly those in service and retail jobs, as rents
are unaffordable.
It is notable that rent affordability is also an issue in several boroughs outside of CLF,
particularly to the north and south. Whilst not in CLF’s direct purview, this is an issue to
watch. CLF’s service economy is reliant on workers commuting in from surrounding
boroughs. If housing becomes even more unaffordable, residents may choose to move
and work to other parts of the UK, or move to other parts of the globe.
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New residents are moving to the parts of London
that are most connected, which is creating further
pressures on land values and infrastructure
2015
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Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ONS and TfL data

In response to this pattern, there has been much residential development around Tube
and Overground Rail stations in London areas outside of CLF. In the map above, the
hatched areas show the areas of high population growth over the 2010 to 2015 period.
The green areas indicate areas that are well-served by public transport (tube, Overground
trains and bus) and the red indicate areas that are less well-served.

The analysis shows that much residential development, and as a result areas of high
population growth are co-terminus with areas that provide good transport links into CLF.
This reflects the fact that many new residents move to London in order to commute into
jobs in the CLF area. However, when combined with the previous slide, it is in these same
areas that rent affordability is becoming an issue as demand for residential property in
these areas is greater than supply.
The map also suggests that much of outer London is not well served by public transport. It
is in CLF’s interest to diversify and improve direct routes into CLF, both to reduce
congestion and to ensure better housing affordability for its service workers.
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There has been phenomenal growth in the
use of overground trains
Change in rail station usage 2010 to 2016

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ONS and TfL data

Usage of public transport has skyrocketed over the last few years . This is a consequence of the
creation of net additional jobs in CLF that people outside of CLF commute to. There has been an
increase in all modes of public transport including Overground trains. Over the five year period to
2016, several Overground train stations have experienced increases in passenger volume of over
500%. As residential house prices have increased, many people, particularly those with families,
have left London and now commute back into the CLF area. Areas outside of CLF but within
London, such as Ealing Broadway and Harrow, have experienced increases in passenger volumes
of 500% to 1000% as new residential developments have been built.
Some additional capacity will be created by Crossrail. Crossrail is forecast to increase rail capacity
into CLF by 10%.20 However, there are already concerns that the additional capacity created by
Crossrail will be absorbed within months of launch and that even more capacity will be required,
whether through Crossrail 2, or additional measures.
The analysis does suggest that the increases in volume of commuting traffic between outer
London into CLF is extremely high. In addition the volumes of commuting traffic into CLF from
outer London and wider area, is at historic and unprecedented levels.
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And the tube stations with the greatest increase in
usage have also experienced the most disruptions
Change in tube usage 2010 to 2016
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There have been similar rates of increased Tube usage. Many Tube stations have experienced
passenger volume increases of over 100%, again particularly in areas where new residential
housing development has been created. The map above shows that Tube lines with greatest
increase in passenger volumes are correlated with the Tube lines that have experienced the
greatest increase in delays and disruption, which suggests that the Tube infrastructure is
struggling with the increase in passenger volumes.
Over the same period, the use of cars, as measured by car flows, has remained flat across
London. This suggests that the increase in Tube and Overground train usage does not reflect
a switch of transport mode from car to tube or train. Rather, it reflects a net increase in total
public transport usage.
There has been a 5% decrease in bus passenger trips over the same period. TfL analysis
suggest this reflects the fact significant road congestion makes commuting by bus non-viable
between many parts of London and CLF. It is not possible to assess the impact of CLF’s
extensive cycle infrastructure on commuting flows using the data presently captured and
published. However charts showing cycle and car volume usage across CLF are included in
the Annex.

27

Central London Forward: Final Report

The consequences of London’s economic activity
being concentrated within CLF
Observations on the hypothesis
On the basis of the evidence, it appears that CLF’s net additional jobs are being created in
concentrated spatial areas of the LEP. The evidence shows:
• CLF’s new jobs have been created in the centre of the area with particular concentrations
in The City, Canary Wharf, the West End and King’s Cross;
• This has driven an increase in commercial property prices at the centre of CLF with the
highest values in Holborn and across a 2.5km radial catchment area. Commercial property
prices are significantly lower outside of this area;
• The majority of CLF’s new workers live outside of CLF and commute in;
• This is driving increase in private rent in outer-CLF boroughs as people move to these
areas in order to work in CLF;
• With the majority of development and related population growth in areas that are close
to transport links;
• This is driving historic increases in use of overground trains to commute into CLF; and
• As well as increases in Tube usage and as a consequence increase in disruption.

Risks to CLF
Infrastructure Pressures
The creation of a large new commercial developments to house new workers across a small
spatial footprint in CLF is putting immense pressure on the city’s infrastructure. Already to
date there are electricity brownouts as the National Grid struggles to cope with the increase
in demand. Legacy broadband fibre is insufficient to meet the capacity requirements both of
the volume of new developments as well as the data requirements of new businesses based
in CLF. 3G and 4G coverage across CLF is also under pressure as more people use access
spectrums in close proximity. If theses infrastructure pressures are not addressed and
remediated, CLF’s reputation as a global city for business could be damaged.

Commuting Pressures
Many CLF businesses are also heavily dependent on workers that commute from outside of
CLF. The increase in commuting traffic to and from CLF, often during the same peak hours is
creating physical congestion and disruption and delays on public transport networks. It is not
clear that current investment in Crossrail will be sufficient to ease the burden. Should the
cost of commuting become too high, either in terms of disruption, or the time and financial
cost to workers, businesses may decide that CLF is not an optimal place to locate. Therefore
tackling transport issues is imperative to the future health of the CLF economy.
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Commercial Property Prices
Despite the high volume of commercial property development across CLF over the last few
years, commercial property prices in the area remain high, relative to other UK cities and
other global cities. Many businesses are happy to pay higher property prices for the prestige
of being based in CLF’s boroughs. However, firms will only be willing to pay these prices if
the infrastructure supporting these developments is of the same calibre as other global
cities and their workforce is able to commute in and out.

Opportunities for CLF
Suburban Hubs
The analysis showed that there is a high concentration of high commercial property prices in
the centre of CLF. Many of the outer CLF boroughs provide better value for money. CLF could
consider following the strategy deployed by Singapore and New York to create new
suburban office suburbs in outer areas, such as Wandsworkth, Lewisham or Hackney. These
new office suburbs could be cultivate to support specific new sectors, sectors in the ‘new
economy’ that can afford commercial rents in the centre of CLF. The investment in Crossrail
and creation of new train stations may provide a platform on which to develop a
coordinated CLF-wide strategy to cultivate commercial development across a wider area.
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Hypotheses on why the link between job/resident
growth and economic growth has not been
stronger
1.

London’s economy is growing in concentration in traditional sectors

2.

Physical concentration of jobs creation in the centre

3. London’s population is comparatively young
4. Earnings distribution is a challenge despite a highly qualified workforce
5. London relies on international workers and residents

6. Taxation is out of sync

The aim of many cities, particularly UK cities other than London, is to attract younger
residents, the energetic, educated and entrepreneurial residents and workers who create
the ‘urban buzz’ that drive cities’ future jobs and wealth.
This hypothesis explores whether CLF’s disproportionately young population is impeding
economic growth. Businesses require a range of age bands to help their businesses grow:
professional services firms and banks require large volumes of young, educated
employees to train and shoulder the work load of firms, mid-career employees are
required to manage and help lead, particularly those that are highly skilled. One
explanation for CLF’s lower growth rates than those of other global cities could be the fact
that the pool of mid-career aged residents are in shorter supply than other large cities.
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London is a relatively young city compared to its
global peers
2015
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London is a remarkably young city. The population of London peaks at the 30 age band. Once
London residents hit the 30 age band, they start to leave. As the comparative population
pyramids above show, London (the coloured population pyramid) and CLF in particular (the
outlined image) is significantly younger than other global cities. Both Sydney and New York
City retain higher volumes of people over the age of 30, but still have the profile of large
cities, where the retention rate of older residents fall as the population ages.
One explanation for London’s younger population may be the number and range of higher
educational institutions based in London, compared to other global cities. In addition, there
has long been a tradition of university graduates across the UK moving to London to work in
the first years of their career; this is the reason so many UK cities experience a net decline in
the same age bands. This explains the pronounced bulge in residents in CLF and London
from the ages of 20 to 30. However, it does not explain why people move from CLF and
London once they hit the age of 30 at significantly higher rates than in other global cities.
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It appears that residents leave CLF at mid-age, many
of whom will be highly experienced
Net migration in 2015
International to/from London
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60/65 and over

65 plus
55-64

45-59/64
45-54
35-44

25-44

26-34
15-24

21-25
18-20

Under 15
Under 18
-20000

-10000

0

10000

20000

30000

-

10000 20000 30000 40000 50000
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As the chart above illustrates, the net outflow of residents from the age of 26 and older is so
great that it is in fact higher than the net increase of residents to CLF between the ages of 18
to 25. The difference is so pronounced that were it not for international migration, CLF and
London’s adult population would in fact be decreasing. And this pattern holds for every CLF
borough.
The reasons why CLF residents leave the capital are well documented. Once residents decide
to have families, the costs of family-sized housing, transport, nursery and other living costs
becomes prohibitively expensive. On the basis of commuting flow data, it appears that about
two thirds of CLF residents between the ages of 30 and 40 who leave the area move to
other areas of the South East, including the wider London area. Of those, about half
continue to commute into CLF, with the remainder working locally in Reading and other
employment hot-spots in the South East. The remaining one third either move to other
areas of the UK or leave the country entirely.
This impacts the workforce for CLF-based businesses dramatically. It means that of the CLF
residents that move out, only one third will continue to commute into the CLF area after
they move. As all businesses require a steady flow of mid-career staff, be they investment
banks, law firms, in-house catering companies or IT firms, this could damage productivity.
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One explanation is the prohibitive cost of residential
property
Median house prices
change 2011-16

% change in median
house prices
< -10%
10% – -5%
-5% – 0%
0% – 50%
50% – 100%
100% – 150%
> 150%

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of Land Registry data

The high cost of residential property is often cited as one of the reasons why people post the
age of 30 move out of CLF and London more widely.
The map above shows that most CLF boroughs have experienced increases in median
residential property prices greater than 50% over the last five years. Whilst the map also
shows that the price of residential properties has accelerated at the fastest rates within CLF, it
also demonstrates that the increase in prices has been fairly uniform and high across wider
London. This means that couples have either started families or extended their families,
either by having children or taking in older residents who have gone through the process of
buying or renting larger properties in CLF and London at a point in the cycle when the
appreciation of housing stock values has been severe. Evidence shows that many families
would have preferred to stay in CLF, or London, but have been forced to move outside of
London as it was not financially tenable to buy property. And as seen earlier, many of these
individuals (1/3 of all who leave CLF) commute back into CLF by rail.
Whilst CLF can depend on many of these workers who exit London continuing to commute
back in, evidence shows that they are less ‘sticky’. That is, there is a greater risk that they will
find a job closer to home, or in another city, and no longer commute to London. If these
families were able to stay in London, firms face lower risk that they will leave the firm.22
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And it appears that more London housing is
geared towards professional flats
2016

Housing typology clusters
Lower value flats
Higher value flats
Mixed
Top residential
Large terraced houses

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of LR data

Another explanation for the mid-life exodus may be linked to the typology of London’s
housing stock. As the map above shows, there has been a dramatic change in CLF and
London’s housing stock over the last few years.
Many global cities have coped with the higher demand for housing by increasing the
density of the city. London has followed this pattern and as the chart above shows much of
the centre of London and CLF is dominated by apartments and high-rises. However, many of
London’s high-rise developments have been designed to sell to investors off-plan. In order
to maximise returns, many buildings have been designed to target London-based and
international professionals, not families. As a result they are not designed with the storage
and closet space or larger kitchens required by families. And many are priced at a premium.
This is counter to many other large cities where apartment developments are designed with
facilities for families.
Therefore the main housing typology for most London-based families is more traditional
housing – terraces, houses and old mansion blocks. However, as residential property prices
have increased, these housing typologies are increasingly unaffordable for many families.
This lack of affordable, family-oriented housing both within CLF and outside of CLF is often
cited as a reason for people of family-age leaving London.23
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The consequences of CLF’s relatively young
population
Observations on the hypothesis
On the basis of the evidence, it appears that CLF has a young population:
• CLF’s population profile is younger than most other global cities. CLF attracts a large
number of young people into the city’
• However, once CLF’s residents hit family age, they leave CLF with only about one third
continuing to work in CLF once they leave. This constitutes a significant mid-life brain
drain;
• One explanation may the lack of affordable property for families within CLF and the wider
area;
• Another explanation may the lack of diversity in housing typology. For families that
cannot afford high-cost apartments in CLF, the only other option is suburban Victorian
housing in outer boroughs. For families that would prefer high-density urban living, this
may be another reason they leave London.

Risks to CLF
Mid-Life Brain Drain
Many CLF-based businesses rely on a wide cross-section of skills and experience in their
employees. If mid-career employees continue to leave London at the same rates as they
have been recently, CLF businesses may find it difficult to recruit mid-level staff, staff that are
critical to the ongoing health of businesses. Should this issue become more commonly
known, it could prevent businesses from locating in CLF, particularly businesses that rely on
staff with specific technical or financial skills.

Brexit and International Migration
If CLF does not retain the same inflow volumes of international residents as it fixes the MidLife Brain Drain, CLF’s adult population will start to fall. This is because people over the ages
of 25 are leaving at faster rates than they are moving in. This could cause upward wage
pressure at both ends of the economic dumbbell. Global firms and financial services
companies may respond by moving operations elsehere. However the impact on retail and
services businesses – jobs that are important not just to support the CLF professional
services economy, but also vital to CLF’s tourism sector, may experience greater financial
pressure as the workforce shrinks.

Opportunities for CLF
CLF and London will continue to be a national and global magnet for years to come.
However, to counterbalance current trends there is a need for CLF and London more
generally to reposition itself as a global city that is home to and encourages families.
This would mean thinking comprehensively about future housing stock, including high
density apartments as well as the amenities and culture of the city.
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Opportunities for CLF
Global Capital for Young People
The fact that CLF (and London) is one of the youngest global cities in terms of population
distribution is not globally-known. There is an opportunity for CLF to position itself as a
global magnet for talented young people (subject to Brexit negotiations) as a means of
encouraging innovative companies to move to CLF to take advantage of the young and
highly-skilled workforce.
The high volumes of technologically savvy and educated young people also make it an ideal
testing ground for companies and products that are creating new innovative products. Some
of these new technologies could be used to help the infrastructure and transport challenges
discussed in earlier sections.

CLF for Future Families
There is also an opportunity for CLF Boroughs to reposition themselves as natural home for
families. It will be important to retain more mid-aged CLF residents and commuters if
London’s competitive advantage is to be protected. CLF and its constituent boroughs may
seek to undertaking residential developments and the creation of public spaces that are
designed specifically for highly-urban families (current 30-40 years old) in order to retain the
current generation of young people in the city who will be soon considering raising families.
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Hypotheses on why the link between job/resident
growth and economic growth has not been stronger

1.

London’s economy is growing in concentration in traditional sectors

2.

Physical concentration of jobs creation in the centre

3. London’s population is comparatively young
4. Earnings distribution is a challenge despite a highly qualified workforce
5. London relies on international workers and residents
6. Taxation is out of sync

It is a common pattern for the difference between top quartile and lowest quartile
earnings to higher in global cities. This a function of the fact that global cities are magnets
for national and international workers moving to cities to improve their life chances.
The issue of earnings as opposed to unemployment is considered as London’s
unemployment rate is in fact lower than many other global cities. This is a function of the
fact the UK’s unemployment rate is at historically low levels and while London’s is
marginally higher than national average, this reflects the fact the city draws new residents
from a range of skills, language capabilities and qualification backgrounds.
This hypothesis considers whether CLF’s growth in jobs and population has been
accompanied by deepening patterns of inequality. If a large proportion of the new jobs
being created in CLF are paying workers at lower rates, this could explain why the increase
in jobs in CLF is not translating to higher rates of GVA growth.
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The proportion of people who earn less than the
London Living Wage has increased
2010-15 change

Proportion of people earning less than LLW
2010
2015
Earning below Earning below
LLW
LLW

% change in people
earning below LLW
< -2%
-2% – -1%
-1% – 0%
0%
0% – 5%
5%– 8%
8% – 12%
> 12%

Camden

9%

15%

Hackney

18%

31%

Haringey

24%

32%

Islington

13%

15%

K&C

10%

17%

Lambeth

14%

20%

Lewisham

20%

27%

Southwark

22%

25%

Tower Hamlets

19%

32%

Wandsworth

15%

19%

Westminster

10%

20%

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ONS APS data; ASHE data (2010, 2015)

An analysis of the proportion of CLF residents who earn less than the London Living Wage (LLW)
over time suggests that the proportion of residents earning less than the LLW over the last five
years has increased in all CLF boroughs.
Over the period 2010 to 2015, the London Living Wage increased by 20% - from £7.85 an hour
to £9.40. However the wage for full time workers in CLF in the lowest income decile only
increased by 3.1% (£8.60 to £8.87). Even just uprating the LLW by CPI over the period, it would
have increased by 15.7% (£7.85 to £9.08). Wage rises for the bottom decile have therefore not
kept pace with the Living wage.
Interestingly, the percentage increase in lowest decile wages in CLF has been lower than the
average for London (3.7%) and Great Britain (7.4%). Nevertheless, it is still higher than the
London and British average.
Further analysis indicates that two factors are at play. First, for many workers, the up-rate in
average hourly earnings has been low. But the significant factor is that the cost of living in CLF,
one of the components of the LLW calculation (including housing and transport costs), has
outstripped earnings growth, particularly for people who live within CLF, which is why today
more people earn under the LLW threshold. These two pressures are impacting all CLF workers
across the pay-scale as costs continue to increase as faster rates than wages.
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Half of CLF part time workers earn less than the
London Living Wage
Gross hourly wage in CLF and in London (2015)
£25.00

£20.00

£15.00

£10.00

£5.00

£Bottom 10%

Bottom 20%

Bottom 30%

Bottom 40%

Part time- CLF

Full time- CLF

Full time- London

London Living Wage

Median

Bottom 60%

Part time- London

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ASHE data (2010, 2015)

The issue appears to be particularly acute for part-time workers. In 2010, just under 40%
of part time workers earned less than the London Living Wage. In 2015, over 50% of part
time workers earned less than the London Living Wage. Meanwhile, over the period, the
total number of part time workers increased by 24.2%, compared to an 11.1% increase in
full time workers in CLF and a 14% London-wide increase in part time workers.
The wage per decile for part time workers in CLF was also no higher than London’s
average. In fact, in both 2010 and 2015 the bottom 20% of part time workers earned less
in CLF than in London as a whole.
Many of the part-time workers work in service jobs that support CLF’s economy – that is,
the lower-earning half of the economic barbell. The problem appears to be most acute in
retail, food and beverage services and accommodation jobs, which make up many of the
jobs that are part-time. Whilst it is not possible to analyse the impact of zero hour
contracts, it is known that many of the occupations with lowest earnings also tend to use
zero hour contracts, so this may be a contributing factor.
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London has low unemployment relative to other
global cities
Comparative unemployment, 2014
Unemployment as
Participation rate
a share of the
(%)
labour force (%)
Berlin

8.78

85.47

Madrid

19.02

71.57

New York

6.54

72.80

Paris

9.73

71.04

Rome

11.43

74.35

Sydney

5.36*

77.26

CLF 4

CLF 8

8.0

JSA rate February 2017

6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0
Aged Aged Aged Aged Aged Aged Aged Aged Aged
16-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64
8.0

JSA rate February 2014

6.0

London

6.48
*2013

76.41
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0.0
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Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of OECD and NOMIS JSA data

One of the explanations for skewed earnings profiles in big cities is a higher rate of
unemployment. However, analysis of CLF’s comparative ILO unemployment rate shows that
London’s population has low rates of unemployment. As outlined later, this is likely explained
by the fact that London’s international inflow population is highly educated and employable.
The charts to the right show changes in the distribution of CLF residents by age in receipt of JSA
over the last six years. It shows an interesting pattern. In 2011 there was a much greater
proportion of young people in receipt of JSA. By 2017, the picture has changed dramatically.
The majority of CLF residents in receipt of JSA are skewed towards older populations. Since
2011, as discussed earlier, CLF has created new jobs at historic levels at the top and bottom
ends of the economy. It is likely that his has absorbed many unemployed residents.
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The majority of people who are on JSA seek jobs in retail
and call centres - this is a marked change from five years
ago
Occupation JSA recipient seek work in
2017

Occupation JSA recipient seek in
2011
9 : Elementary Occupations

9 : Elementary Occupations

8 : Process, Plant and Machine
Operatives

8 : Process, Plant and Machine
Operatives

7 : Sales and Customer Service
occupations

7 : Sales and Customer Service
occupations

6 : Personal Service Occupations

6 : Personal Service Occupations

5 : Skilled Trades Occupations

5 : Skilled Trades Occupations

4 : Administrative and Secretarial
Occupations

4 : Administrative and Secretarial
Occupations

3 : Associate Professional and Technical
Occupations

3 : Associate Professional and Technical
Occupations

2 : Professional Occupations

2 : Professional Occupations

1 : Managers and Senior Officials

1 : Managers and Senior Officials
0

CLF 8

2,000 4,000 6,000 8,00010,00012,000
CLF 4

0
CLF 8

2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,00012,000
CLF 4

Source: Metro Dynamics estimates using NOMIS JSA data

This is further supported by an analysis of the occupations CLF jobseekers are targeting for work.
In 2011, there was a more even distribution between sectors. Sales and customer services jobs
were still the primary occupation JSA claimants sought, but followed closely by elementary
occupations as well as associate professional and administrative jobs.
By 2017, the picture has changed dramatically. The majority of all CLF jobseekers seek jobs in retail
– supermarkets, store chains, food and beverage outlets which is consistent with the previous
analysis which illustrated the consolidation of CLF’s economy around a dumbbell shape, at the to
top end professional services and supporting services jobs in retail and the coffee shops and stores
that are built in the new commercial developments.
The difficulty CLF faces is that, as seen earlier, many of these jobs are part-time and 50% of parttime jobs in CLF pay less than the LLW. So by default, CLF’s residents in receipt of JSA are targeting
the very occupation group where 50% of workers will earn less than the LLW.

41

Central London Forward: Final Report

CLF’s labour force is highly qualified, and sometimes
over-qualified
Qualifications
Jan-Dec 2015 and 2010

CLF 8
Share of residents aged 16-64

Share of residents aged 16-64
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only
only
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only
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2010

2015

Source: Metro Dynamics estimates using ONS APS data

Returning to the concept of CLF’s economic barbell, the previous distribution of jobs across
occupations illustrated that approximately one third of CLF jobs were in high earning
occupations, the majority of which require NVQ4+ skills level. The remaining two thirds of jobs
require NVQ3 as a minimum threshold.
The charts above show the educational attainment distribution of CLF residents. The majority of
CLF 8 residents have obtained a degree or higher, with the percentage of residents at the level of
attainment increasing over the last five years. A similar picture is held for CLF 4, albeit at slightly
lower attainment levels.
Whilst it is not possible to link the two data sets, the two analyses indicate that the proportion
of jobs requiring NVQ4+ in CLF is lower than the educational attainment of the CLF resident
base. This suggests that a number of CLF residents are working in jobs that do not require their
educational profile – in other words they are over-qualified for the jobs they are doing.
This is a pattern often seen in economies that are concentrated at the top and lower end of the
occupation spectrum.
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The consequences of CLF’s unequal earnings
distribution and overqualified population
Observations on the hypothesis
The analysis shows the following evidence:
• The proportion of CLF residents earning less than the LLW has increased over the last five
years. The change is more acute in CLF than outer CLF-boroughs because costs, primarily
housing, has increased at a faster rate;
• Half of all CLF residents that work in part-time jobs earn less than the LLW;
• Today the primary inequality issue is earnings, not unemployment. London compares well
to other global cities on unemployment measures and there is a bias towards
unemployment in older age bands;
• The majority of CLF residents seeking work are targeting sales and customer service
occupations, namely retail; and
• CLF’s residents are highly qualified and the CLF resident base has become more qualified
over the last five years.

Risks to CLF
Part-time workforce
Part-time work is an important component of CLF’s economy. Many residents choose to
work-part time in order to fulfil family responsibilities, or to study. However, the finding that
50% of CLF part—time jobs do not earn the LLW creates a significant inequality issue,
particular for workers who have no alternative options. The results reflect not just low
hourly earnings, but the proportionally higher costs of living in CLF. There is a risk that
workers will leave CLF and associated jobs in order to live in other parts of the country
where similar wages and flexible working patterns are matched by lower costs. The
vulnerability of this workforce is important as much of this workforce provides the services
and amenities that support CLF’s high-value multinationals and financial services base, as
well as the tourist economy.

Opportunities for CLF
Qualification Conversion
There is significant anecdotal evidence that many workers in part-time jobs are
overqualified. Many are recent migrants and may have no option but to work in services
jobs as their qualifications are not recognised. A city’s strength is its resident base. And it
appears that CLF’s resident base is highly educated, yet many are working in jobs that do not
fully use their skills.
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Hypotheses on why the link between job/resident
growth and economic growth has not been stronger
1.

London’s economy is growing in concentration in traditional sectors

2.

Physical concentration of jobs creation in the centre

3. London’s population is comparatively young
4. Earnings distribution is a challenge despite a highly qualified workforce
5. London relies on international workers and residents
6. Taxation is out of sync

Global cities like London are magnets for international workers and residents. Many of the
businesses that choose to locate in global cities do so to tap into pools of highly diverse
and skilled workers.
This hypothesis considers whether the influx of international labour, which as set out
earlier exceeds the net outflow of adults and contributes r detracts from CLF’s economy.
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CLF’s international workforce represents a very
important component of the economy
2015/16 NI number of registrants
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International Inflow
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Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of National Insurance Number registrations data

As discussed in earlier sections, CLF’s adult population would be decreasing if not for the
influx of international residents. The chart above depicts the difference in UK versus
international net flows of residents into different CLF boroughs. Most boroughs were net
zero or negative in terms of UK inward and outward migration. In most boroughs the net
population increase was driven by greater net increases in international migration.
As the majority of the net international migration was from EU countries, this raises
substantial issues for CLF in a post-Brexit world. Whilst a fall in population across boroughs,
should the UK take a hard stance on labour flows, would help rectify the imbalance of overdemand of residential property, the decrease in available labour would be problematic for
businesses both at the top end of the economic barbell as well as the services complex that
supports CLF’s traditional economic base.
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With the EU being the largest supplier of workers
2015/16

NIN registration of overseas nationals
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Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of National Insurance Number registrations data

The majority of international residents who have moved to CLF originate from EU countries. The
chart above shows the area of the world new NIN registrants by borough came from, with on
average over 70% from EU countries in 2015/16.
Research indicates that European migrants who have arrived in CLF since 2000 are, on average,
better educated than the UK-born labour force. In 2011, 62% of those from the A15 European
countries in western and southern Europe had university degrees, compared with 42% of migrants
outside of Europe. This compares to just under 60% for the CLF 12 area and 24% for the UK on
average.24
The outcome of the UK’s Brexit negotiations is unknown, but should freedom of movement be
impaired, not only does CLF risk a population decline in many boroughs (as net EU adult migration
counter balances UK adult net outflows), there is also a risk that CLF businesses will be impeded by
the lack of skilled EU labour moving into the city. As was discussed earlier, the inflow of UK
university graduates into CLF is still positive, but slowing. This ensures a steady but slowing supply
of post-university talent. However, as was also discussed earlier, there is an exodus of mid-aged
residents from CLF and London. Today, many businesses are coping by hiring educated European
migrants into the city. Should the inflow of educated European residents be impacted by Brexit
negotiations, it would put pressure on many CLF businesses unless the exodus of mid-aged
Londoners was addressed.
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Post-Brexit, some sectors may be particularly exposed
to shortages in labour supply
Employment by sector and place of birth (Oct 2015-Sept 2016)
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The reliance on highly skilled European labour is shared across all occupations in CLF. Whilst
construction is a small percentage of jobs, almost 36% of workers come from the EU. The
City of London is also highly dependent on EU labour with 16% of workers from the area.
This data combined with the previous analysis on the high skills attainment of EU migrants
indicates that many European migrants are being under-utilised. This is supported by
anecdotal evidence. For instance, interviews with the head of construction at both the
Paddington and Farringdon Crossrail sites indicated that there was a pattern of EU workers
(with undergraduate and masters degrees in mechanical engineering) spending one to two
years doing basic entry-level jobs, often requiring 12 hour shifts. Once they had proven
themselves on entry-level jobs for which they were overqualified, they have gone on to lead
major parts of the construction. This is a well-acknowledged trend and many in the
construction industry believe Crossrail would not have been completed on time without this
skilled labour supply
Many professional services firms, particularly law firms and investment banks, have made
similar arguments.
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The consequences of CLF’s reliance on international
workers and residents
Observations on the hypothesis
The evidence outlined shows that:
• The inflow of international residents (both EU and non-EU) into CLF counter-balances the
net outflow of adults across all CLF boroughs. Without international inward migration,
adult populations would be decreasing;
• The EU is the largest provider of international residents, with over 70% originating from
EU countries. If EU migration was impeded in the future, adult populations in all CLF
boroughs would decline; and
• International labour is an important component of all CLF sectors but critical for banking
and finance and distribution, hotels and restaurants – the two elements of CLF’s dumbbell
economy;

Risks to CLF
Brexit
The Brexit negotiations pose tremendous risk for CLF. If the freedom of movement for EU
citizens is limited, there is a very real risk that CLF’s adult population may decrease, even if
non-EU migration is not impacted. This would have a grave impact on CLF’s economy. As
already discussed, CLF is a dumbbell economy and the sectors at both ends of the dumbbell
(financial/professional services and the service support economy) are heavily exposed and
reliant on EU workers.
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Hypotheses on why the link between job/resident
growth and economic growth has not been stronger

1.

London’s economy is growing in concentration in traditional sectors

2.

Physical concentration of jobs creation in the centre

3. London’s population is comparatively young
4. Earnings distribution is a challenge despite a highly qualified workforce
5. London relies on international workers and residents
6. Taxation is out of sync

Many cities try to ensure that the balance of taxation is equally shouldered by the parts of the
city that drive economic growth and the areas of the city that feed it. CLF and London is
experiencing a difficult period as business rates revaluation will have a huge impact on small
and large businesses currently based in CLF; CLF will see an average rise in rateable value of
31%, whilst boroughs such as Islington and Hackney will see rises of 45% and 46% respectively.
This hypothesis explores whether the distribution of the taxation base in CLF would be
damaging to economic growth. CLF is also a remarkably significant contributor of Stamp Duty
receipts for both residential and commercial properties.
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Business rates in the centre are high and double as
much per job
Commercial value per job

Impact of 2017 revaluation
2017 Ratable Value

%
increase

Camden

£1,603,521,000

29.5

City of London

£2,563,868,000

30.2

Hackney

£354,524,000

46.2

Haringey

£202,590,000

23.4

Islington

£725,775,000
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Kensington & Chelsea

£823,689,000

28.6

Lambeth

£426,161,000

35.3

Lewisham

£190,351,000

36.1

£2,000 - £2,100

Southwark

£728,437,000

29.6

£2,100 - £2,300

Tower Hamlets

£1,042,685,000

20.7

Commercial
Value per job
below £1,800
£1,800 - £1,900
£1,900 - £2,000

£2,300 - £2,700
£2,700 - £3,400

Wandsworth

£298,266,000

above £3,400

Westminster

£5,167,606,000

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis estimates using BRES and VOA data

As the majority of all jobs and economic activity is carried out within CLF, it is not
surprising that the map above illustrates that the rate of business rates earned in CLF is
higher than the rest of London. The earnings difference between the north and south of
the river should be noted.
Whilst this is beneficial to CLF in the short-term, the spread of business rates raise
questions, especially given the fact that the majority of new jobs are in the centre of the
CLF area. It is also interesting to note that the greatest areas of increase after the 2017
business rate valuation will be in Hackney and Islington.
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CLF is contributing to over 60% of residential
stamp duty receipts in London
Residential properties
2015-16
Receipts
CLF 8

CLF 12

London

UK*

£ 1,780 m £ 2,061 m £ 3,368 m £ 7,312 m

CLF 12
UK* share

CLF 12
London
share

CLF 8
London
share

28.2 %

61.2 %

52.9 %

* UK excluding
Scotland
Average Stamp Duty receipt
per transaction – deviation
from London average
-20,000 – -15,000
-15,000 – -10,000
-10,000 – -5,000
-5,000 – 0
0 – 5,000
5,000 – 35,000
35,000 – 80,000
80,000 – 115,000

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of HMRC data

Given the high price of residential properties in CLF, it is not of great surprise that the CLF
area contributes more than 60% of the residential stamp duty receipts in London.

The map above illustrates the areas of CLF where stamp duty per transaction has deviated
more than the London average. Boroughs that are orange are more expensive, and
boroughs that are dark blue have declined in terms of taxation total. The map shows that
a large spatial proportion of CLF have properties that are more expensive and therefore
incur greater Stamp Duty receipts. Despite the fact that CLF contributes the majority of
Stamp Duty, the fact that not all of the CLF boroughs have experienced similar increases is
notable.
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And to over 70% of commercial stamp duty receipts in
London
Non-residential properties
2015-16

Receipts
CLF 8

CLF 12

£ 887 m

London

UK*

£ 998 m £ 1,394 m £ 3,370 m
CLF 12
CLF 12
London
UK* share
share
29.6 %

CLF 8
London
share

71.6 %

63.6 %

* UK excluding Scotland

Average Stamp Duty receipt
per transaction – deviation
from London average
-55,000 – -35,000
-35,000 – -25,000
-25000 – -10,000
-10,000 – 0
0 – 10,000
10,000 – 25,000
25,000 – 50,000
50,000 – 70,000

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of HMRC data

And for the reasons outlined earlier, it is again predictable that the CLF area contributes
over 70% of all stamp duty on commercial property. This is a direct result of the fact that
most new jobs, and new commercial properties, are based in the centre of the CLF area. It
is interesting that both Camden and Southwark have bucked the trend despite significant
commercial development in both boroughs. As commercial stamp duty is a direct result of
price paid, this supports previous analysis that shows that London’s economy is
concentrated in the CLF area.
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Residential property taxes may appear out of balance
Ratio to lowest Band D

City of London

Ratio to
lowest Band D
1.0 – 1.58
1.58 – 1.88
1.88 – 2.0
2.0 – 2.03
2.03 – 2.08
2.08 – 2.20
2.20 – 2.23
> 2.23

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of London Councils data

Deviation
Ratio to lowest
from London
band D
Band D
(Westminster)
average (£)
-384.63
1.39

Camden

43.83

2.03

Hackney

-21.41

1.94

Islington
Kensington &
Chelsea
Lambeth

-19.46

1.94

-257.25

1.58

-58.48

1.88

Lewisham

62.83

2.06

Southwark

-109.45

1.80

Tower Hamlets

-118.98

1.79

Wandsworth

-635.92

1.02

Westminster

-647.02

1.00

168.18

2.22

Haringey

And as map above shows, an almost perfect negative mirror image is created when
contrasted against stamp duty. The map above shows that on average council tax bands
become more expensive the further out of CLF residents are based. This is a surprising
finding compared to many other global cities, as usually the properties outside of the city
centre (CLF in this case) become less expensive in terms of taxation. However, it appears
that in London the opposite is happening.
Given the importance of quality of life and affordability many residents consider, this again
may be another reason why certain generations leave London and CLF-based jobs.
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CLF Opportunities and Risks
Observations on the analysis
Through the analysis in this report, the following observations can be made:
• London and CLF in particular is the highest performing area of the UK in terms of GVA per
head of population and GVA growth;
• However compared to other global cities, particularly in Australasia, London’s economic
growth rates are lower than average;
• CLF has a unique, dumbbell shaped economy. The majority of jobs are at the top end and
the bottom end of the economy. And the service jobs at the bottom end of the economy
directly service those at the top end. Much of the economy is tied;
• CLF has a growing concentration in traditional sectors of the economy (that are growing
at the top end). This is different from many other global and UK cities which are going
through periods of diversifications;
• Were it not for the large volume of international residents, CLF’s adult population would
be decreasing;
• And CLF has a disproportionately young population compared to other UK and global
cities, but the inflow of young people is decreasing, which means the net outflow of older
people is getting larger;
• The reasons for this are linked to the increasingly high costs of living in CLF and wider
London, as well as increased levels of congestion on public transport.

Risks to CLF
CLF and London’s economy is globally significant. However, there is a risk that the city is
starting to “eat itself”. CLF’s success as a global city may be beginning to cause intractable
harm. The cost of living is becoming prohibitive, transport congestion and cost is becoming a
real issue, particularly into the CLF area. The inflow of new residents, primarily from Europe,
is now at threat, plus many European residents are overqualified for the jobs they are doing.
CLF and London residents of family age are leaving the city in droves. Plus the sectoral makeup of the city is over-reliant and becoming more concentrated on traditional economic
areas, with new sectors choosing to base themselves in other parts of the UK or other
international cities.
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Opportunities for CLF
London has always been a globally-significant city. It now faces a cross roads; it can
either wait for the many risks to play out, or take the lead and reposition itself as a
newly competitive global city. This would mean:

• Taking action to significantly diversity the sectoral base. This would require
aggressively building on current investments like the Crick Institute and CLF’s myriad
of universities and research institutes to establish CLF as a home for R&D for new
sectors;
• Tackle CLF and London’s physical monocentricism. This could include consideration of
suburban office hubs in CLF;
• Measures to influence housing types to encourage the building of high-density, but
family-friendly homes in CLF;
• Consider ways to protect the earnings and reduce the cost base of part-time workers,
particularly those earning less than the LLW;
• Consider ways to encourage international workers from outside the EU, should the
UK’s Brexit negotiations prevent European inward migration; and
• Consider ways to more evenly distribute the distribution of business rate and council
taxation across a wider London area.
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GDP of the city as a share of national value (%)
London’s GDP contributes 28% of the national economy
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GDP per head of population
London outperformed by many other cities

GDP per head of population in 2014
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And financial services
2010-15 change

Change in jobs
2010-15
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1,000 – 2,500
2,500 – 5,000
5,000 – 10,000
> 10,000

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES data

Prior to the Brexit vote, growth in Financial Services within CLF had been exceptional. By
2014, the City of London had replaced all jobs lost during the Great Recession and
employment in the sector exceeded that of 2007. (Source: FT: Financial Services post fastest
growth rates since 2007).
Much of this growth was driven by an increase in global regulation – the Foreign Account Tax
Compliance Act, Sarbanes-Oxley, and Basle III, as well as various scandals including PPI drove
large increases in staff in compliance and regulation functions. In addition, many firms
invested heavily in digital platforms, machine learning and algorithm based technology as
well as hiring new teams of staff to deal with cyber security and systems protection. Many of
the traditional areas of investment banking and mergers and acquisitions did not see a
recovery in jobs.
Clearly the Brexit vote creates tremendous uncertainty. To date 13 major banks have
announced likely job losses in London, totalling 10,000, all to be transferred to other
European cities, with Frankfurt taking an early pole position. These firms include Goldman
Sachs, UBS and Citigroup. (Source: Reuters: Banks planning on moving jobs). This would
equate to about 5% of all jobs. Others, such as the Chief Executive of the London Stock
Exchange, have warned that up to 230,000 City of London jobs could eventually be lost, or
one third of the total. (Source: Treasury Select Committee, January 2017)
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For example, there has been a growing
concentration in head office activities
2010-2015 change

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES data
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> 10,000

One of the areas of growing concentration in CLF has been the growth of head office activities
– it is one of the fastest growing location quotients for the area in total. The growth in head
offices has been driven by two different forces. There have been some landmark relocations
to London of head offices, one of the most notable being Aon’s decision to move its global
headquarters to London along with several hundred jobs. In addition, many companies have
grown their London headquarter headcounts over the period. Today London is home to 40
percent of the European headquarters of the world’s top companies. And 60 percent of nonEuropean companies with a headquarters in Europe have chosen London as their base. The
most common explanation by companies for why they chose London is access to a highlyskilled and internationally-drawn labour force. (Source: Deloitte: London Crowned business
capital of Europe)
Clearly the country’s decision to leave the European Union is a risk to this sectoral strength.
However, early evidence shows that businesses, particularly those from North America and
Asia, are actively choosing to locate European headquarters in London post-referendum.
Canada’s largest pension fund (PSP Investments) recently announced its intent to locate in
London, despite the Brexit vote. As its CEO stated “London has a proven record that it can
adapt to the future which means it continues to be a global centre of finance. Its inherent
strengths including its people, legal system and financial infrastructure are difficult to replicate
elsewhere.” (Source: The Actuary, 11 May 2017)
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As well as in management consultancy
2010-15 change

Change in jobs
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-1,000 - -500
-500 - -250
-250 – -100
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> 10,000

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of BRES data

The growth in Management Consultancy jobs in London has also been very strong over the
last five years – again one of the highest sectoral LQs. What is interesting, looking at the
map, is the almost mirror reflection of how the Big Four firms have performed over the last
few years. KPMG, based in Canary Wharf has experienced significant job losses after a few
years of sluggish growth. This is contrasted by PwC, with offices in the City of London,
contributing to significant job growth. Both Deloitte and E&Y maintain major operations in
Southwark and have experienced some growth. Each of these firms employ between 10,000
and 15,000 London based staff, which explains why the changes in their individual
employment levels have such an impact.
In addition, management consultancy is one of the few sectors in London where there is a
strong range of mid-sized firms in the 100 to 250 employee range. Many of these firms are
based in the City as large financial services firms rely on cybersecurity experts and
consultants, which in turn has created a booming and profitable new niche management
consultancy sector.
In the short term the Brexit vote has been lucrative for management consultancies. All major
firms have recruited staff to support the Brexit scenario planning in which all multinationals
and financial services firms are currently engaged. There has also been significant growth in
the cyber security sector – both in the large firms as well as a range of niche specialist
management consultancy firms that support specific technology platform and sectors across
the City.
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GVA per head (exc. Westminster + City of London)
How CLF boroughs compare
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Skills attainment across boroughs is relatively uniform
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Migration statistics – detailed data
Internal Migration
Inflow 2015

Outflow 2015

Turnover 2015

Net 2015

Net 2014

Net 2013

Net 2012

20,770

23,687

44,457

-2,917

-2,790

-1,736

-2,296

802

809

1,611

-7

138

-193

-44

Hackney

20,034

20,772

40,806

-738

-226

-239

128

Haringey

20,746

24,979

45,725

-4,233

-4,412

-3,492

-3,624

Islington

21,123

22,603

43,726

-1,480

-1,067

-1,126

-1,612

Kensington and Chelsea

11,055

12,796

23,851

-1,741

-1,580

-1,276

-2,257

Lambeth

31,838

33,410

65,248

-1,572

-1,908

-2,733

-715

Lewisham

22,879

24,415

47,294

-1,536

-787

-1,195

-1,442

Southwark

26,806

29,244

56,050

-2,438

-3,538

-2,253

-2,203

Tower Hamlets

22,524

25,322

47,846

-2,798

-875

-932

-1,673

Wandsworth

31,237

33,744

64,981

-2,507

-2,143

-1,624

-1,471

Westminster

17,911

21,184

39,095

-3,273

-4,000

-6,338

-3,201

CLF12

151,930

176,740

328,670

-24,810

London

205,531

283,065

488,596

-77,534

-68,634

-55,027

-51,698

Camden
City of London

International Migration (long term)
Inflow 2015

Outflow 2015

Turnover 2015

Net 2015

Net 2014

Net 2013

Net 2012

173,000

91,000

264,000

82,000

91,000

47,000

39,000

London

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ONS Migration Statistics Unit data
International Migration (long term)
London

Inflow 2015

Outflow 2015

Turnover 2015

Net 2015

Net 2014

Net 2013

Net 2012

173,000

91,000

264,000

82,000

91,000

47,000

40,000

Under 15

7,000

4,000

11,000

3,000

4,000

2,000

1,000

15-24

46,000

20,000

66,000

26,000

34,000

31,000

28,000

25-44

107,000

60,000

167,000

48,000

48,000

13,000

9,000

45-59/64*

10,000

6,000

16,000

4,000

5,000

5,000

4,000

60/65 and over

2,000

2,000

4,000

0~

0~

-3,000

0~

*Women aged 45-59 and men aged 45-64

Share of 2015
inflow by age group

45-59/64

Under 15

4%

15-24

27%

25-44

62%

45-59/64

6%

60/65 and over

1%

60/65+

Under 15

25-44

Source: Metro Dynamics estimates using IPS data
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Inflows and outflows
CLF12 to/from rest of UK
2015

Inflows and outflows to/from CLF12 by borough

Outflows from CLF12

Inflows to CLF12

Camden
City of London

Number of moves

Total inflow
from
outside
CLF

Total
outflow
from
outside
CLF

Net

13,380

13,720

-340

180

230

-50

Hackney

10,450

12,500

-2,050

Haringey

12,340

18,980

-6,640

Islington

11,830

11,520

310

Kensington and Chelsea

6,880

7,880

-1,000

Lambeth

19,270

20,790

-1,520

Lewisham

13,490

19,330

-5,840

Southwark

15,650

17,790

-2,140

Tower Hamlets

15,250

16,910

-1,660

Wandsworth

21,870

24,970

-3,100

Westminster

11,340

12,120

-780

Rest of the world

Total

100 – 5,000
5,000 – 10,000
10,000 – 15,000
15,000 – 20,000
20,000 – 25,0000

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ONS Migration Statistics Unit data
National Insurance Number registrations 2015-2016
1995 European
Union (exc.
PIGS)
City of London

PIGS countries Eastern bloc EU Europe non-EU

Asia

235

1.0%

139

0.4%

72

0.3%

61

1.5%

226

1.9%

242

1.2%

975

0.8%

Camden

2,502

10.5%

2,805

7.2%

1,216

4.9%

374

9.0%

1,677

13.8%

1,810

9.1%

10,384

8.4%

Hackney

2,049

8.6%

2,518

6.5%

1,758

7.1%

341

8.2%

535

4.4%

1,726

8.7%

8,927

7.2%

Haringey

1,447

6.1%

4,694

12.1%

6,864

27.8%

398

9.6%

579

4.8%

1,162

5.8%

15,145

12.3%

Islington

2,340

9.8%

2,571

6.6%

1,061

4.3%

436

10.5%

880

7.2%

2,014

10.1%

9,302

7.5%

Kensington and
Chelsea

1,740

7.3%

2,233

5.8%

751

3.0%

373

9.0%

777

6.4%

1,363

6.8%

7,237

5.9%

Lambeth

1,825

7.7%

4,246

11.0%

2,262

9.2%

201

4.9%

600

4.9%

2,125

10.7%

11,259

9.1%

Lewisham

1,102

4.6%

1,984

5.1%

2,868

11.6%

219

5.3%

696

5.7%

1,109

5.6%

7,978

6.5%

Southwark

2,104

8.8%

4,580

11.8%

2,025

8.2%

329

7.9%

1,177

9.7%

1,942

9.7%

12,157

9.8%

Tower Hamlets

3,656

15.3%

6,353

16.4%

2,372

9.6%

544

13.1%

2,658

21.9%

1,997

10.0%

17,581

14.2%

Wandsworth

1,726

7.2%

2,946

7.6%

2,068

8.4%

280

6.8%

675

5.6%

2,270

11.4%

9,965

8.1%

Westminster

3,121

13.1%

3,696

9.5%

1,357

5.5%

583

14.1%

1,679

13.8%

2,177

10.9%

12,614

10.2%

123,526

38,765

CLF 12

23,847

38,765

24,674

4,139

12,159

19,937

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis DWP NIN registration data
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Inflows and Outflows from CLF12
2015
Inflows (exc. London)
into CLF12 by age
group

Inflows into CLF12
by age group
Total
moves

%

0 to 17

11,435

7%

18 to 20

16,070

21 to 25

Top origins of inflows into CLF12 selected age groups
Aged 21 to 25

Total
moves

%

0 to 17

3,708

2%

11%

18 to 20

12,916

44,659

29%

21 to 25

26 to 34

50,786

33%

35 to 44

16,624

45 to 54

Aged

Aged

% total

Aged 26 to 34

% total

Oxford

3.1%

H&F

7.2%

Leeds

2.9%

Brent

3.6%

Cambridge

2.8%

Newham

3.4%

8%

H&F

2.7%

Barnet

3.3%

35,306

23%

Manchester

2.2%

Merton

3.2%

26 to 34

28,576

19%

Nottingham

2.1%

Greenwich

2.8%

11%

35 to 44

7,013

5%

Bristol

2.1%

Ealing

2.6%

7,467

5%

45 to 54

3,278

2%

Brighton and Hove

2.1%

Waltham Forest

2.5%

55 to 64

3,478

2%

55 to 64

1,724

1%

Birmingham

2.0%

Croydon

2.3%

65 plus

2,392

2%

65 plus

1,234

1%

Brent

1.7%

Enfield

2.2%

Barnet

1.6%

Bromley

1.8%

Newham

1.6%

Richmond

1.7%

Newcastle upon Tyne

1.5%

Oxford

1.6%

County Durham

1.4%

Brighton and Hove

1.6%

Ealing

1.3%

Leeds

1.6%

Greenwich

1.3%

Manchester

1.4%

Canterbury

1.3%

Bristol

1.4%

Sheffield

1.3%

Cambridge

1.4%

Bath and NE Somerset

1.2%

Birmingham

1.3%

Top destination of outflows from CLF12 selected age groups
Aged 35 to 44

% total

Aged 26 to 34

% total

Croydon

5.1%

Greenwich

4.8%

Bromley

4.8%

H&F

4.7%

Greenwich

4.5%

Newham

4.5%

Barnet

4.3%

Waltham Forest

4.5%

Enfield

4.3%

Croydon

4.4%

Merton

4.0%

Merton

4.3%

Waltham Forest

3.9%

Bromley

4.1%

H&F

3.5%

Barnet

3.6%

Newham

3.2%

Enfield

3.6%

Brent

3.1%

Brent

3.4%

Richmond

2.5%

Ealing

2.4%

Ealing

2.1%

Richmond

2.2%

Redbridge

1.8%

Redbridge

1.9%

Kingston upon Thames

1.7%

Kingston upon Thames

Bexley

1.6%

Sutton

Hounslow

1.4%

Brighton and Hove

1.4%

Sutton
St Albans

Outflows (exc. London)
from CLF12 by age group

Outflows from CLF12
by age group
Total
moves

%

Total
moves

%

0 to 17

28,901

16%

18 to 20

11,376

6%

0 to 17

12,715

15%

18 to 20

8,500

10%

1.6%

21 to 25

23,131

1.4%

26 to 34

55,490

13%

21 to 25

13,617

16%

31%

26 to 34

23,715

28%

Bristol

1.4%

35 to 44

Hounslow

1.3%

45 to 54

33,914

19%

35 to 44

14,801

17%

12,757

7%

45 to 54

5,774

7%

1.3%

Bexley

1.3%

1.1%

Brighton and Hove

1.2%

55 to 64

6,225

3%

55 to 64

3,216

4%

65 plus

6,348

4%

65 plus

3,233

4%

Aged

Aged

Source: Metro Dynamics analysis of ONS Migration Statistics Unit data

68

Central London Forward: Final Report

International labour total by occupation
2015

International labour total by proportion
2015
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City of London
Location Quotients
Central banking

11

Non-life reinsurance

10
Activities of unit trusts
9

Administration of
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Trade of electricity
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Life reinsurance
and disks
Non-life insurance
Manufacture of prepared
Activities
of
property unit
feeds for farm animals
trusts
Risk and damage
evaluation
Other activities auxiliary
Renting and leasing of
to
insurance
and
pension
Hunting, trapping and
freight
water transport Factoring
funding
related service activities
equipment
Fund management
Wired
activities
telecommunications
Activities of patent and
Activities of investment
activities
copyright agents; other
Banks
trusts
Activities of real estate
legal activities (other than
Solicitors
investment trusts
those of barristers and
solicitors) nec

8
7
6
5
4
3
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Westminster
Location Quotients
7.5

Mineral oil refining
Foreign affairs

7

Trade of gas through mains

6.5
Transport via pipeline
6
Radio broadcasting

Support activities for
petroleum and natural gas
extraction

5.5
Defence activities

Freshwater aquaculture

5

4.5

4

Renting and leasing of
freight air transport
equipment
Other credit granting (not
including credit granting by
Motion picture, television non-deposit taking finance
and other theatrical castinghouses and other specialist
consumer credit grantors
and activities of mortgage
finance companies) n.e.c.

Manufacture of other
inorganic basic chemicals

3.5
-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Camden
Location Quotients
10.5

Processing and preserving of meat

9.5
Manufacture of jewellery and
related articles
Manufacture of prepared pet
foods

8.5
Media representation

Publishing of learned journals
7.5

Post-graduate level higher
education

Activities of trade unions
6.5

Manufacture of motorcycles
Manufacture of pesticides and
other agrochemical products

Video distribution activities

Barristers at law
5.5

Manufacture of ceramic tiles and
flags
Manufacture of electric domestic
appliances
Production of electricity

Manufacture of workwear
4.5

Web portals
Bookkeeping activities

Repair of watches, clocks and
jewellery

3.5

2.5
-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Tower Hamlets
Location Quotients
Cold drawing of wire
17

15

Activities of credit bureaus

13

11

Inland passenger water transport
9
Wholesale of petroleum and
Production of coffeeConstruction
and petroleum
coffee of products
railways and
substitutes
Security and commodity
contracts
underground railways

Manufacture of leather clothes
Security dealing on own account

brokerage

7

Processing and preserving of fish,
crustaceans and molluscs
News agency activities

Banks
Manufacture of articles of fur
Specialised cleaning services
Life reinsurance
Manufacture of wooden containers
Wholesale of grain, unmanufactured
Investigation
activities
tobacco, seeds and animal
feeds

5
Printing of newspapers

3
-7

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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Islington
Location Quotients
14.5

Butter and cheese production

12.5
Wholesale of machinery for the textile industry
and of sewing and knitting machines

Casting of iron
10.5

Wholesale of office furniture

Water collection, treatment and supply

8.5

Agents involved in the sale of furniture,
household goods, hardware and ironmongery

News agency activities
Urban planning and landscape architectural
activities
Marine fishing

Sawmilling and planing of wood

Post-harvest crop activities

6.5

Manufacture of gas

Book publishing
Pre-press and pre-media services

Manufacture of other inorganic basic chemicals

4.5

Other reservation service activities (not
including activities of tourist guides)

Other telecommunications activities

Other retail sale not in stores, stalls or markets
Regulation of the activities of providing health
care, education, cultural services and other
social services, excluding social security

Manufacture of photographic and
cinematographic equipment
Extraction of natural gas

2.5
-9

-8

-7

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Kensington & Chelsea
Location Quotients
Non-scheduled passenger air
transport

26

21

Manufacture of men's
underwear
Television programme
distribution activities

Publishing of newspapers
Activities of racehorse owners

16

Building of pleasure and
sporting boats

Museum activities

Camping grounds, recreational
vehicle parks and trailer parks

Activities of production
holding companies

Other retail sale in nonspecialised stores

Reproduction of video
recording

Manufacture of watches and
clocks

Holiday centres and villages

11
Inland freight water transportSound recording and music
publishing activities
6

Retail sale of antiques
including antique books, in
stores

Retail sale of leather goods in
specialised stores

Retail sale of textiles in
specialised stores Activities of distribution
holding companies

Manufacture of optical
precision instruments

1
-14 -13 -12 -11 -10

-9

-8

-7

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Extraction of crude petroleum
Activities of real estate
investment trusts
Other processing and
preserving of fruit and
vegetables
Hunting, trapping and related
service activities
7

8

9

10

11

12

13
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Southwark
Location Quotients
Test drilling and boring

17

15
Marine aquaculture
13

Manufacture of other ceramic
products

11

Publishing of computer games
Manufacture of central
radiators
Renting heating
and leasing
of and boilers
passenger air transport
equipment
Photocopying, document
Casting of steel
Publishing of newspapers
preparation and other
Other information service
Financial
leasing
Wholesale
of fruit andof
specialised
Distribution
electricity
activities
nec
Holiday
centres
and
villages office support
Accounting,
and
auditing
Service
activities
incidental
to
vegetable
juices,
mineral
activities
Manufacture
of
woven
or
Renting and
leasing
of
activities
water
transportation
waters
and soft drinks
tufted carpets
and
rugs
passenger
water
transport

9

Manufacture of other organic
basic chemicals

Manufacture of light metal
packaging
7

5

equipment
3

1
-12

-11

-10

-9

-8

-7

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Lambeth
Location Quotients
Manufacture of non-electric
domestic appliances

Operation of warehousing and
storage facilities for water
transport activities of division
50

Manufacture of knitted and
crocheted hosiery

21

Manufacture of corrugated
paper and paperboard;
manufacture of sacks and bags
of paper

Manufacture of other chemical
products nec
Manufacture of ceramic
household and ornamental
articles

Silviculture and other forestry…

16

Distribution of gaseous fuels
through mains
Support activities for animal
production (other than farm
animal boarding and care) nec

Combined
facilities…
11

Wholesale of live animals
Disinfecting and extermination
services

Manufacture of paints, varnishes
and similar coatings, mastics and
sealants

Renting and leasing of
recreational and sports goods

Manufacture of brooms and brushes

Manufacture of printed labels

Other specialist photography
(not including portrait
photography)
Activities of production
holding companies
Other business support service
activities
nec
Botanical and zoological

Tea processing

6

Sale, maintenance and repair
Collection of non-hazardous of motorcycles and related
waste
parts and accessories

1
-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

1

2

3

4

5

6

gardens and nature reserve
activities
7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

73

Central London Forward: Final Report

Wandsworth
Location Quotients
17

Manufacture of plaster
products for construction
purposes

Manufacture of fruit and
vegetable juice

15
Wholesale of machinery for
the textile industry and of
sewing and knitting
machines

13

11

9

7

5

3

Manufacture of
communication equipment
(other than telegraph and
telephone apparatus and
equipment)
Production of coffee and
coffee substitutes
Manufacture of games and
toys
(other than professional
Wholesale of flowers and
Manufacture of veneer
and arcade games and toys)
plants
sheets and wood-based
Wholesale of live animals
nec
panels
Reproduction of computer
Manufacture of condiments
media
and seasonings
Manufacture of tools
Manufacture of nonRenting and leasing of
electronic industrial process
passenger air transport
control equipment
Manufacture of
Publishing equipment
of computer
Support activities for cropRenting of video tapes and
pharmaceutical preparations
games
production
disks
Wholesale of fruit and
vegetables
Wholesale of dairy products,
Renting and leasing of
eggs and edible oils and fats
recreational and sports
goods

-11 -10

-9

-8

-7

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Hackney
Location Quotients
12

10

Manufacture of leather
clothes

Other photographic
activities (not including
Activities of construction
portrait and other specialist
holding companies
photography and film
processing) nec
Video production activities
Manufacture of veneer
sheets and wood-based
Other software publishing
panels

Manufacture of machinery
for textile, apparel and
Manufacture of macaroni,
leather production
noodles, couscous and
similar farinaceous
products
Regulation of and
contribution to more
efficient operation of
businesses
Manufacture of other
rubber products

8
Activities of call centres
6

4

Manufacture of engines and
turbines, except aircraft,
vehicle and cycle engines

Casting of steel
Manufacture of dyes and
pigments

Post-secondary non-tertiary
education

2

Renting and leasing of
office machinery and
equipment (including
Manufacture of men's
outerwear, other than computers)

Finishing of textiles
Portrait photographic
activities
0
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

leather clothes and
workwear
1
2

3

4

Translation and
interpretation activities
Retail sale via stalls and
markets of food, beverages
and tobacco products
5

6

7

8

9
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Haringey
Location Quotients
Sawmilling and planing of
wood

25
Manufacture of macaroni,
noodles, couscous and similar
farinaceous products
20
Repair of footwear and
leather goods
Manufacture of woven or
tufted carpets and rugs

15

Manufacture of other taps
and valves

Manufacture of women's
outerwear, other than
leather clothes and workwear

Renting and leasing of other
personal and household
goods (other than media
entertainment equipment)

Manufacture of other
wearing apparel and
accessories

Manufacture of basic iron
and steel and of ferro-alloys
Manufacture of photographic
and cinematographic
equipment
Reproduction of computer
media
Manufacture
of sugar

Finishing of textiles

Production of meat and
poultry meat products

10

confectionery
Manufacture of hollow glass
Manufacture of footwear

Manufacture of household
textiles (other than soft
furnishings of 13921)
Retail sale of fish, crustaceans
and molluscs in specialised
stores

5

Operation of sports facilities
0
-10

-9

-8

-7

-6

-5

-4

Repair and maintenance of
other transport equipment
-3

-2

-1

0

1

Retail sale of flowers, plants,
seeds, fertilisers, pet animals
and pet food in specialised
stores
2
3
4
5
6
7

8

Repair of other personal and household …
Manufacture of paints,
varnishes and similar
coatings, mastics and
Cargo sealants
handling for water
transport activities of division
50
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Lewisham
Location Quotients
13

11
Manufacture of games and toys (other
than professional and arcade games and
toys) nec
9

Renting and leasing of other personal
and household goods (other than media
entertainment equipment)

Freight rail transport
7

Support activities for crop production

Repair of furniture and home furnishings
Other construction installation
5

Wholesale of china and glassware and
cleaning materials

Manufacture of plastics in primary forms

Manufacture of other articles of paper
and paperboard

Reproduction of sound recording

Manufacture of office machinery and
equipment (except computers and
peripheral equipment)

3

1
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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CLF Transport Statistics

CLF Transport Patterns
TfL Journeys by type

Bus
Underground
DLR
Tram
Overground

Change in number of journeys (millions)
14/15 to 16/17
-123.39
72.47
12.01
-1.21
84.69

Source: Metro Dynamics Analysis using TfL data
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DLRReporting
Journeys (m)
period ending
Tram Journeys (m)

Change in journeys
14/15 to 16/17
-5.2%
5.6%
10.9%
-3.9%
60.6%

Feb-17

Nov-16

Aug-16

Feb-16

May-16

Bus journeys
(m)period ending
Reporting
Underground journeys (m)

Nov-15

Mar-17

Nov-16

Jul-16

Mar-16

Nov-15

Jul-15

Mar-15

Nov-14

0.0

Aug-15

50.0

May-15

100.0

Feb-15

150.0

Nov-14

Millions of journeys

200.0

20.0
18.0
16.0
14.0
12.0
10.0
8.0
6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0

Millions of journeys

250.0

CLF Transport Patterns
TfL Journeys historic data

Road usage measured by London traffic flows
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500
0

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

Source: Metro Dynamics Analysis using TfL data

CLF Bicycle Traffic
Index*

TfL Journeys historic data

500.0
400.0
300.0
200.0
100.0
0.0
1

2

3

2000/01

4

5

6

2005/06

7

2010/11

Note: 13 periods in each year
*Index created with baseline at 100 in March 2000.
Source: Metro Dynamics Analysis using TfL data
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