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ExecutiveSummary

This report is the 2023 edition of the UK Competitiveness Index (UKCI), which is a
measure of the longrun potential of localities, cities and regions to generate economic
growth and well paid employment.

I't provides a benchmarking of the competitiyv
designed as an integrated measure of competitiveness focusing on both the
development and sustainability of businesses and the econadowelfare of individuals.

This edition of the UIC, which has been published since 2000, assesses the
competiveness of local authority areas, Local Enterprise Partnerships, cities and city
regions across England, Wales and Scotland, and forecasts have beeompiled to
predict how they will fare in the years to come.

Across the 362 local areas benchmarkedit is found that nine of the top ten most
competitive localities are boroughs in London, with only one located outside the capital
city. The three most cmpetitive localities are the City of London, Westminster, and
Camden. There is one new entrant into the top ten in the shape of Hackney.

East Lindsey (East Midlands), Blaenau Gwent (Wales), Gosport (South East England),
Merthyr Tydfil (Wales) and Torbay ¢&th West of England) are the least competitive
localities benchmarked. In general, thenore distant localities are from London the less
competitive they are.

Between 2019 and 2023 the localities experiencing the biggest improvements in the
competitiveness rankings are Folkestone and Hythe (South East), Bury (North West),
Wolverhampton (West Midlands), and Worcester (West Midlands).

The localities experiencing the largest falls in ranking between 2019 and 2023 are
Redditch (West Midlands), Bromsgrove (Wellidlands), Barrowin-Furness (North West),
and Adur (South East).

The new city of Milton Keynedeads the UKCI 6s City I ndex follow
Cambridge, Brighton and Hove and Manchester. The least competitive cities
benchmarked are Hull, Sunderland, @&hcaster and Bradford.

In terms of Gty Region and Local Enterprise Partnership configurations, the most
competitive are London, Thames Valley Berkshire, Enterprise M3 (largely Hampshire and
Surrey), Hertfordshire, and Buckinghamshire Thames Valley. Thastecompetitive are

Mid Wales, Swansea Bay City Region, the Black Country, the North East, and Tees Valley.
The London boroughs of Camden, Islington, Tower Hamlets, Hackney, and Hammersmith
and Fulham are forecast to achieve the fastest annual growth ratder Gross Value

Added per capita over the longun. The slowest growth rates are forecast to be



experienced by Blaenau Gwent (Wales), Burnley (North West), Torbay (South West),
Blackpool (North West), and Merthyr Tydfil (Wales).

Overall, the analysis indicates that London and parts of the South East of England and

the East of Englandregions are becoming increasingly decoupled from the rest of the

nati on. |t i s clear t hat a | ocationds pr ox
determinant of its competitiveness and future economic growth. The nation will become

further reliant on the relativegrowth hospots in thecapital and surrounding areas.

A worrying feature is that the international
plummeted following the pandemic. This dire performance clearly indicates that the
increasing spatial concentration of high value added economic activity in a small part of

the nation is not paying dividends despite the current UK government appearingheve

an ongoing fixation with championingtheso al | ed 0 Gol den Tri angl ed
London, Cambridge and Oxford.

The government has put in place its Levelliddp strategy with the aim of creating a more
economically level playing field across &nation. This report finds some evidence that

those places receiving funding have contributed to a degree of economic convergence, at

least in the period prior to the pandemic. Much of this relates to improvements in

localities within cityregions origindly promoted by the last Labour government.

The cty regions of Manchester, iverpool, Birmingham, Cardiff and others are to be
commended on the economic progress they have made, which is an indication that post
industrial localities and regions outside of th Greater South East of England have
significant potential to improve their competitiveness.

Despite some success, funding and investment is limited, often competition basehd

|l eaves many of t he nalngtbhattbey nolloagertmads.dtiisicand p |l a c «
lead to embitterment, resentment and political unrest.

In terms of solutions, the national government could seek to increase taxes and/or allow

local and regional authorities in the UK to raise their own taxes as means of increasing

public investment in these places. However, the reality is thahost places are not
economically competitive enough to endure tax increases.

In conclusion, it is argued that the future competitiveness of the UK economy is likely to

be strengthened by fundamental lbanges in the distribution of power within government

systems, and mechanisms should be initiated to heighten the accountability of national

government to the local.



1.Introduction

First introduced andpublished in 2000, this UK Competitiveness Index (UKCI) report represents

the 2023 =edition. The UKCI provides a benchmar
localities! and it has been designed to be an integrated measure of competitiveness focusing on

both the development and sustainability of businesses and the economic welfare of individuals.

In this respect, competitiveness is considered to consist of the capability of an economy to attract

and maintain firms with stable or rising market shares inraactivity, while maintaining stable or

increasing standards of living for those who patrticipate in it.

The above definition makes clear that competitiveness is not a zesom game, and does not rely
on the shifting of a finite amount of resources from on@lace to another. Competitiveness
involves the upgrading and economic development of all places together, rather than the
improvement of one place at the expense of another. However, competitiveness does involve
balancing the different types of advantagethat one place may hold over another, i.e. the range
of differing strengths that the socieeconomic environment affords to a particular place compared
to elsewhere.

This report publishes competitiveness indices that incorporate the most-tgpdate data awilable
in 2023 (with not all data referring to this year due to lags in the release of certain ingtors). As
a recent historiccomparatorand measure of change an indeis also generated for 2019.All of
the data used to calculate this UKCI for 201%ill be drawn from 2019.As indicated, his provides
a means of comparison and an examination of the
Overall, this reportseeks to provide a measure of the ogoing competitiveness of localities
across the UK and bgin to analyse how the OVIDB19 Pandemic, and to some extent Brexit, have
impacted upon existing geographic p#&rns of economic performance.As such it might be
expected that a comparison of the UKCI for 2@Land 2023 will show greater changes than
comparisons in previous editions of the UKCIt should also be noted that the 2023 figures may
reflect shott-run fluctuations in the data.Section 5 provides a longeterm analysis of UKCécores
for 2011, 2013, 2015, 2017 and 2019.

1]t should be noted that although the term O6UK® is used, du
Ireland are excluded from the index.
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Changes over time are condered to see if prior policy has closed disparities in competitiveness

across localities. This will allow thechallengesf aced by o6l evelling upd pol
Data for2011 to 2019 are examined so that consistent data from each year can be csidered,

with an analysis of convergence/divergence in competitiveness undertaken (see Appendix 1 for

details of convergence analysis).

1.1. Structure of the Report

After outlining the methodology utilised in creating the UKCI, the key findings of the 2023 UKCI
are analysed and outlined in the following sections. For those readers interested in the score and
rank of a particular locality or localities they may wish to refer directly to Appen@ixwhich
provides a ranked order list of all localities, and/or Appelix 4, which ranks localities within their

relevant regional grouping.

UKCI 2023




2. Methodology

This section outlines the theoretical perspective that is applied to the concept of competitiveness
within the UKCI reports, and how this is used to generate a measurecoimpetitiveness at the
local level. The sectiontherefore, sets out the aims and objectives of the UKCI with regard to the
perspective on competitiveness to be taken. This perspective is encapsulated within the UKCI 3
Factor model underpinning the indexThe data included within the UKCI is noted while outlngj
the model before we describenow the data are brought together to produce an overall measure

of competitiveness.

2.1. Aims and Objectives of the UKCI

The aim of the UKCI is to assess the relative econmtompetitiveness of regions and localities
in Great Britainby constructing a single index that reflects, as fully as possible, the measurable
criteria constituting place competitiveness. The UKCI considers that the competitiveness of
localities and the competitiveness of firms to be interdependent concepts. Measuring such
competitiveness, however, is no easy matter and, as indicators of national competitiveness have

shown, cannot be reduced solely to notions of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and produyctivi

Similarly, place competitiveness cannot be measured by ranking any one variable in isolation,
since it is the result of a complex interaction between input, output, and outcome factors. Clearly,
not all of these factors are readily measurable, given dh as well as consisting of economic
variables, they also include political, social and cultural parameters. However, since the focus of
the UKCI is on relative competitive performance within the UK, the assumption can be made that
these factors will havean identifiable effect on key economic measures. For example, the cultural
differences between a traditional manufacturing economy and a knowledgased economy

should have an obvious bearing on their relative economic performance.

The key concern with thedesign process of the UKCI is to develop a series of indices
incorporating data that are available and comparable at the local level, and that go some way

towards reflecting the link between macreconomic performance and innovative business
behaviour.Coaosi deration also has to be given to the ov
effectiveness as performance measures. In particular, the interrelationships between the
O6measihrae nd of i nput s, out puts and f toheundexdonbe s , and
updated as frequently as possible, are of major significance.

UKCI 2023




2.2. UKCI 3Factor Model of Competitiveness

Given the methodological parameters, a number of different modes of creating the index, and the
variables to be included,were considered After testing, the 3Factor model for measuring
competitiveness as shown in Figure 2.01 is adopted. TheFRactor model consists of a linear

framework for analysing competitiveness based on: (1) input; (2) output; and (3) outcome factors.

FGURE2.01: THE3 FACTORMIODELUNDERLYING THEK LOCALCOMPETITIVENEYNDEX

Input factors

Economic Activity Rates
Business Startup Rates per 1,000 Inhabitants
Number of Business per 1,000 inhabitants
Proportion of Working Age Population with NVQ Leder

Proportion of Knowledgd3ased Business

|

Output factors

Gross Value Added per head at current basic prices
Productivity- Output per Hour Worked

Employment Rates

l

Outcome factors

Gross weekly pay

Unemployment rates

Source: Huggins, R. and Thompson, P. (2013) UK Competitiveness Index 2013, School of Planning and
Geography, Cardiff University: Cardiff

In order to achieve a valid balance between each of the indicators, in terms of their overall
significance to the composite index, each of thiaree measures- Measure 1: Inputs; Measure 2:
Output; and Measure 3: Outcomes are given an equal weighting, since it is hypothesised that
each will be interrelated and economically bound by the other.

2Huggi ns, R. g( 2a0 OBK) oCGmpeeattiitni veness | nde xRegiana $tudiesBa(ll), and | oc
89-96.
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2.3. Establishmentof UKCI Scores

For each measure anindex is calculated with a UK average base of 100, and the distribution

range for each measure calculated (in the case of unemployment rates these values are
inverted). As expected, it is found that some of the ranges have both a skewed and a long
distribution range, the result being that these variables would have an overly strong influence on

the composite index. Therefore, each datum is transformed into its logarithmic form to produce

di stributions that are cl| os erouttedrenielvaduesdmtbatnma |l 6 c u

single variable distorts the final composite score.

I't is the case that the wuntransformed values ar
ones. However, in order to reflect as far as possible the scale of differende place
competitiveness, t he 4coogngpeodsdi tteh rsocuogrhe se xaproen ebnat nitail
is achieved by calculating the exponential difference between the mean logged andlagged

index of the fifty localities nearest the overall UK meaof 100. This resulted in a mean
exponential difference slightly less than the cubeshean of the logged index. For example, a

logged index of 104 produced an unlogged index of approximately 112.5 (I0divided by 10()

and a logged index of 90 an unloggechdex of approximately 73 (98 divided by 10Q®).

Therefore, bearing in mind the aim of producing a frequently repeatable index, the exponential
cube transformation approach is adopted. Given the above criteria and methodology, a composite
competitiveness irdex is calculated for localities in the UK.

Section 9 also provides a set o§cenario forecasts of growth in GVA per capita using the UKCI.
This approach is covered in detail in Append but effectively is based on previous patterns of
growth experience by localities with particular UKCI suindex scores, and useghis to predict
which localities will experience growth in the future given their current UKCI $oitbex scores. As
is appropriate for the uncertain times we live in, four scenarios are preged which while being
based on periods in the pasthat can be considered as reflecting what may happen depending on
how the national and global economy responds to the current Brexit, COWDand cost of living
crises challenges.

2.4. Geographical Coverage

The UKCI 2023 covers the localities in England, Scotland and Wales at the local authority district
level. The areas covered are a mix of English local authority districts, English and Welsh unitary
authorities, Scottish Council Areas, and London Boroughs.eThreas covered are those in
operation in April 2021.
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This means the localities considered are the same as in the UKCI 2021 report. There are,
however, differences compared to earlier editions as a number of unitary authorities have been
merged or otherwse reorganised since the production of those reports. The most recent changes
relate to localities in Buckinghamshire and Northamptonshire.

As such, when making comparisoneeaders shoulduse the rankings provided in this report for
2019 where an equivalet UKCI has been estimated using the same areas that now exist in
2021. Any comparison of rankings in editions prior to 2021 will in part reflect the dissolution of

some localities so may provide an inaccurate picture.

UKCI 2023 figures are estimated foall local authority district level areas with the exception of
the Isles of Scilly where unfortunately data availability issues make it impossible to provide a

reliable figure for this geographically very small local authority district with a small popidat

The 2021 local authority district areas are also used in the convergence analysis in Section 5.

This is necessary so that like for like comparisons are made.

As well as producing UKCI figures for individual localities the repartcludes figures forthe
English Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) and City Regions in Wales and Scotland that already
have City Deals in place and can be easily geographically identified. This means that Isles of Scilly
is covered within the larger Cornwall and the Isled Scilly LEP area to which it belongSome of

the Scottish City Deals cannot be included as they not only overlap one another, but also do not
align completely or nearly completely with the local authority district areas. The latter makes it
impossible © generate some of the indicators covered in the UKCI (see Sdztion 2.2)
accurately. In particular, the TayCities Regionoverlaps the Edinburgh and South Easicotland

City Region and alsincorporates a portion othe Fife Scottish Council District aga.

As with the locality measurescare should be taken when making comparisons with figures in
previous UKCI reports. This is because there have been some major revisions to the LEP areas in
England.The LEP areas considered are again consistent with those in the 2021 edition, but not
those in previous editionsChangesthat took place prior to the 2021 editionrelate to removal of
many of the overlaps between LEP areas, so that in the main the lota$i only lie within a single
LEP. The remaining excéipns are in the West Midlands.

UKCI 2023




3.The Most and Least Competitive Localities

This section of the report concentrates on thé@xtremesof the rankings of the UKCI for 2021 by
focusing on those localitis that display the highest and lowest levels of competitiveness.

3.1. The Most Competitive Localities

The top ten most competitive localities in 2023 based on the UKCds in previous yearsare
dominated by those located in London, with only orlecated outside the capital city. As in 2019
the three most competitive localities continue to be the City of London, Westminster, and
Camden.The City of London has by far the highest UKCI score atas$pite its fall between 2019
and 2023 it is still well ahead of Westninster in second placeln some regards Camden with its
cultural amenities and Bohemian flavour might be regarded as the archetypical locality that would
attract the high skilled creative classes who not only innovate themselves, but also create an
environment that is attractive to other high skilled groups.

Although there are some changes in position within the top teit is also evident that there is
considerable stability in terms of which localities are the most compew. There is only one new
entrant into the top ten: this is Hackneywhich improvedlO places from 18h. This rise is
attributable to a greater availability of skilled labour and increasing entrepreneurship as captured
by business registrations and the stock of active businesseBhis may be associated with the rise
of not just techbased businesses in the locality around the Silicon Roundabout, but the
businesses that have opened to serve those working and living in the areblackneyreplaces
Hounslow, another London locality, whictrops 2 places from 1@ in 2019 to 12t in 2023.

Runnymede in the South East remains the one exception to the dominance of London. Similar to
Hackney its success is now centred around higtech sectors, with services rather than
manufacturing dominating

3Florida (2002)The Ri se of the Creative Class: And How |1 tds Transf
Life, New York, NY: Basic Books.

4 Keck, S. and Ray, D. (202Z)ech City Overviewtondon: Hackney Borough Council.

5 Runnymede Borough Council (202@Runnymede 2030 Local PlanAddlestone: Runnymede Borough Council.
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TABLE3.01: UKCI2019 AND2023 TOP10 LOCALITIE@QJK=100)

UKCI Change 2012023
5:2”; Locality Region 2023 2019 ZR(";‘{‘;‘ UKCI  Rank
1 City of London London 927.4 965.2 1 -37.8 0
2 Westminster London 214.8 207.9 2 6.9 0
3 Camden London 172.8 167.2 3 5.6 0
4 Islington London 156.6 152.6 5 4.0 +1
5 Tower Hamlets London 152.6 154.1 4 -1.5 -1
g  Hammersmithand London 1355 1345 6 1.0 0
Fulham
7 Kensington and Chelsea London 133.8 130.8 9 3.1 +2
8 Hackney London 131.8 123.7 18 8.1 +10
9 Runnymede South East  130.9 132.6 7 -1.7 -2
10 Southwark London 130.3 131.5 8 -1.2 -2

3.2. The Least Competitive Localities

Table 3.02 presents the ten least competitive localities as measured by the UKCI in 2023.
contrast to previous editions of theUKCI, Blaenau Gwent is no longer ranked as the least
competitive locality in Britain. The former steel making area in the South Wales Valleys has seen
an increase in its UKCI sae between 2019 and 2023. h combination with the fall in UKCI score
for EastLindsey in the East Midlandsthis has meant that although Blaenau Gwent remains well
below the UK average level of competitiveness it continues to improve over time aadhow
ranked 361st of the 362 regions. Given the upward trajectory of competitiveness Blaenau
Gwent this would not appear to be purely a reflection of any shéetm distortions in the data
after the COVIEL9 Pandemic and other shocks.

East Lindsey is a largely rural locality withsignificant proportion of its economy associated with
agriculture and food productior. As this & one of the sectors which havéeen hit hardest by the
loss of access to cheap laboufrom the European Unior,this is likely to explain some of its loss
in competitiveness. East Lindsey is also the location ofthe seaside resort of Skegness. As
discussed below this means that East Lindsey shares common features with a number of the
other less competitive localities in 2023.

6 https://www.e-lindsey.gov.uk/AgriFood
7 Hubbard, C. Davis, J. Fend, Sakey, D. Liddon, A. Moxey, A. Ojo, M. Patton, M. Philippidis, G. Scott, C. Shrestha, S.
and Wall ace, M. (2018) 6 Br &wdChoicesh7q2y, 1926.1 | UK agriculture fa
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Overall, he localities found in the bottom ten highligtst that less competitive localites can be
found in most regions of Great BritainThis means that although there may be differences in the
average competitiveness of localities within different regionésee Section 7)there are also
pockets of lower competitiveness. This is a patternahhas been long notegdwhere differences in
economic prosperity for examplemay differ between regins, but also considerablywithin
regionss

Although London and the South East may dominate many of the rankings of the most competitive

localities (seeSubsection 3.1), Gosport from the South East with its focus around the military

remains in the ten least competitive localities in 2023. Similarly, Tendring in the East of England,

another region often considered tde part of the core of the UK econmy, is also found in the

bottom ten. As well as port facities in Harwich, Tendringhas a history like many dter less

competitive localitiessuch as Blackpool in the North Wesand Torbay in the South West that are

associated with traditional seaside resrts. Not only have these localities suffered from
international competition, but they have often acquired older less economically active populations

with poorer health? This has resulted in persistent economic and social problemisut the extent

of theseproblemsisunevenly distributed adross the UKOs se

TABLE3.02: UKCI2019 AND2023 BOTTOMLO LOCALITIESUK=100)

UKCI Change 2012023
gggg Locality Region 2023 2019 ?g‘fg UKCI  Rank
353  Blackpool North West 78.3 80.0 332 -1.7 -21
354 Mansfield East Midlands 77.4 75.7 358 1.7 +4
355 Redcar and Clevelan North East 76.9 74.9 360 2.0 +5
356  South Tyneside North East 76.8 76.0 356 0.9 0
357 Tendring East of Englanc  76.5 76.3 355 0.2 -2
358 Torbay South West 76.2 76.9 354 -0.7 -4
359  Merthyr Tydfil Wales 75.7 74.8 361 0.9 +2
360 Gosport South East 74.2 75.8 357 -1.6 -3
361 Blaenau Gwent Wales 72.3 71.0 362 1.3 +1
362 East Lindsey East Midlands 71.3 75.5 359 4.1 -3

8Green, A. E. -Bauth @8i)d eb Tihne Noeratth Br i t ai n: Transaetimna ofithemat i on of |
Institute of British Geographers13 (2), 179-198.

9 Tendring District Council (2022Yendring District Local Plan 2012033 and Beyond: Section 2 Clactonon-Sea:
Tendring Distrit Council.

10 Beatty, C. Fothergill, S. and Wilson, 1. (200Bjn gl andds Seasi de To wnlsondonADegakineentc h mar ki r
for Communities and Local Government.
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3.3. Geographical Distribution of Competitiveness iBritain

Figure 3.01 below highlights two important aspects of the geography of competitivenes&Gireat
Britain. The first is that the UK average is distorted by the dominant London atid South East
regions where the most competitive localities are clusteredlt is clear that he further the
distance from London the lower theevel of competitiveness of localities on average. Section 7

also briefly covers the average competitiveness of localities in each i@y

The second aspect is that there are more and less competitive localities in all regions of Great
Britain. For example, even in the more competitive regions of the South East there are localities
such as Arun (UKCI = 84.3) and Thanet (UKCI = 81.5) tlaa¢ much less competitive than the UK
average. Similarly, in regions that might be regarded as less competitive suchYawkshire and
the Humberthere are localitiesthat have levels of competitiveness similar to the UK average,
such as York (UKCI = 99.8)

Both of these aspects of thespatial distribution of competitiveness have implications for the UK
Governmentds | evelling up ag,eanddciearly beingelocatednr e r eg
close proximity to more competitive localities malseit more likely that a locality willitself be

competitive. This is understandable givethat commuting patterns between localities will allow

knowledge resources in neighbouring localities to be drawn upoNeighbouring dcalities that

have higher levelsof outcome competitiveness will also constitut@otential markets for output.

Knowledge flows still remain affected by proximity as some more tacit elements of knowledge can

only be communicated effectively face to face.

This means that those regions witiewer competitive localities would be expected to fall further
behind the more competitive localities clustered in regions in close proximity to London. To avoid
further increasing disparities between localities which will encourage selective migration fothe
most talented living elsewhere tavards London and the South Eastsupport is required.Whether

past policies have been successful in this regard is considered in Section 5.

Turning to the second aspect of the geographical distribution of competitivess, it is important

to recognise competitiveness is not uniform within regions. An emphasis on supporting less
competitive localities outside London and the South East runs the risk of those less competitive
localities in these regions falling further bleind. Similarly, many of the policies associated with
boosting innovation within the levelling up policies are focused on the larger urban areas in less
competitive regions. These are often not those localities thate experiencinghe lowest levels of

competitiveness.
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For example, further investment in localities such as Manchester (UKCI = 107.3) or Leeds (UKCI =
99.4) can be hoped to have benefits for neighbouring localities in the longer rtinbut there is a
danger that these relatively competitive lodaies may draw in resources from their less
competitive neighbours perpetuating their relative weakness. Instead, nvestments in areas
such as Oldham (UKCI = 82.4) or Wakefield (UKCI = 85.4) may be more effective in directly
boosting their competitivenes in the longrun. However, there is a danger that investments in
these localities will only be effective if softer factors, such as the culture and personality patterns

are also addressed3

LPain, K. (2008pedEpmlaeni wd nge I6a b iragiors thecgsesof Lomdonand@outhlEast ci t y

En gl &Regodral Studies42 (8), 1161-1172.
2At kinson, R. (2019) 6The small t owRegona Statisticsd @u¥Fh9. what do we
BHuggi ns, R. and Thompson, P. of@&barladdregidnbldeveldprmdntaculiure,ur al f o un ¢
psychol ogy Jaumd of &gpromic Gedgraphy9 (1), 121-146.

Huggins, R. and Th o mp sxplanation8 of spatal@igparities i Bredhctivityi toerradelof cultural
and psychol oBconoraid GepgraphfOr (5) 446434,
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FGURE3.01: GEOGRAPHICADISTRIBUTION QBOMPETITIVENESS 2023 (UK=100)

[ ] <855

[ 1855-93.4
[]93.4-102.3
[ 102.3-115.1
I 115.1 - 135.5
B 135.5-214.8
Bl 214.8 <
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4.Biggest Climbers and Fallers

When discussing the 10 most competitie localities in the UKCI 2023 the previous sectiomoted
how some localities have experienced increases in competitivenelsstween the period prior to
COVIEL9 Pandemic(UKCI 2019)and that captured by the latest data in the UKCI 2023 figures.
Similarly, some localities with lower levels of competitiveness have improved their positions, while
others have seen declinghat may relateto COVIEL9 or one of the other shocks to hit the UK

economy in the intervening period.

In particular, Hackney was able to increase its competitiveness score by 8.1 points between the
UKCI 2019 and UKCI 2023cores This may reflect the nature of its stmegths associated with
hightech servicesthat were less affected by COVHD9 restrictions. At the opposite end of the
spectrum, East Lindsey saw a decrease in its UKCI score of 4.1 points to leave it as the least
competitive locality based on the UKCI 2023lackpool also experienced a decline in its UKCI
score of 1.7 points, but this resulted in a fall of 21 places. These localities both have in common
that they are reliant on thetourism and hospitality industrieswhich were not only forced to close
during the COVIEL9 Pandemic, but on reopening suffered from labour shortages in part
attributed to Brexit.

All of these changesit should be noted are in comparison to the UK average. Therefore, they are

not necessarily seeingd a b s oirhpwveménts or fals in the individual indicators that make up

the UKC] but are @elativelydomore orless competitive when compared to the UK average (100).

This means these localities are likely to be better or worse placed to retain and attract key
resources such as labar,’4 and investments As noted in Section2t hi s i s not a Owir
all d scenari o, but is Ilikely to |l eave some | oca

regard to mantenance and improvement of thdiving standardsof residents16

“Martin, R. and Gardiner, B. (2019) 6The resiliteace of citi
chal | en g e Papdrs inBRegioral Scignded8 (4), 1801-1832.
B5Cui , L. Fan, D. Li, Y. and Ch o itractiny and retdiring forpign@iRetg i on a l comp e

investment: a configur at i oRegidal Studias 54 @) 692-76% Chi nese province
®Huggi ns, R. and Thompson, P. (2017) o6l ntroducing regional

Thompson (eds.)Handbook of Regional Competitiveness: Contemporary Theories and Perspectives on Economic

Devebpment, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp-31.
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In this section of the report the concentration is on localities that have experienced the largest
improvements and falls in UKCiank and score between 2019 and 2023. The ultimate aim of
policy makers seeking to increase competitiveness should be to improttee welfare of their
resident population!” so this means increases in the UKGtoncern the potential to increase

employment and wages rather than shedding jobs and reducing wages to cut costs.

Although the UKCI is intended to capture longer term changéfsis inevitable that some of the
indicators utilised in the UKCI 2023 will have been affected by the very atypical conditions
experienced in recent years. Therefore, unlike some earlier editions of the UKCI reports, it should
be noted that some of the chages captured by the UKCI 2023 might be short term influences of
the multiple shocks experienced by the UK andlgpal economies in recent years. It will be
important to consider tothe extent to which the changes brought about by the COWI®

Pandemic, forexample, will be permanent by revisiting the UKCI as and when conditions stabilise.

4.1. Biggest Climbers 2019 to 2023

Table 4.01 presents the 10 localities with the biggest positive changes in rankings between 2019
and 2023. All of these localities havewitnessed improvements in their UKCI scoreacross the
2019 and 2023 scores, which indicatethat they are not just improving their competitiveness
relative to similar localities, but against the UK averagd. it also worth noting thatnone of the
localities listed as experiencing the greatest ranking improvements had competitiveness levels
above the UK average in 2019, although a number do by 2023. It is also worth noting that
because of thedistribution of competitiveness those reportingthe largest charge in UKCI score

are not necessarily those experiencing the greatest improvement in ranking.

The regional location of those areasexperiencing large ranking improvements also shows
considerable variation. Folkstone and Hythe in the South East enjdfie biggest improvement of
68 places, and Effield in London gains 53 places. &ur areas in Table 4.02 are locatedin the
West Midlands, two more in the North Wesand also listed arethe Shetland Isles in Scotland. In
the case of Shetland, rises in enenrg prices are likely to haveassisted the economygiven the

natural resources present.

“Annoni, P. and Di jrkstgr aa,ndL .mo(n2 & 0% )i ngMecaosmp et i ti veness in t
and P. Thompson (edsH)andbook of Regions and Competitiveness: Contemporary Theories and Pecsipes on
Economic DevelopmentCheltenham: Edward Elgapp. 49-79.

Ai ginger, K. and Firgo, M. (2017) O6Regional competitivenes:
and P. Thompson (edsHandbook of Regions and Competitiveness: Cemiporary Theories and Perspectives on
Economic DevelopmentCheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp. 15591.
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One potential explanation for the gains of the localities in the West Midlands is increased
enterprise activity in those localities that arenore likely to enjoy either direct or indirect benefits
from High Speed Rail ZHS2)18 This would be more likely to apply directly to Cannock Chase and
Wolverhampton. However, Worcester and Wychavon are the two localities in Table 4.01 that
enjoyed the largest changes in UKCI scorethaen 2019 and 2023, 7.9 and 7.2 respectively

TABLE4.01: UKCIToP10 RANKINGCLIMBERSUK=100)

UKCI Change 2012023

Eggg Locality Region 2023 2019 ngg UKCI Rank
176  Folkestone and Hythe South East 92.2 86.8 244 54 +68
161 Bury North West 93.9 88.4 226 5.5 +65
235 Wolverhampton West Midlands 87.8 82.3 299 5.5 +64
87 Worcester West Midlands 103.2 95.3 150 7.9 +63
128 Shetland Islands Scotland 97.2 91.4 187 5.8 +59
194 Cannock Chase West Midlands  90.9 86.2 250 4.7 +56
72  Wychavon West Midlands 105.2 98.1 127 7.2 +55
79 Enfield London 103.6 97.5 132 6.2 +53
148 Carlisle North West 95.3 90.4 201 5.0 +53
172  Mendip South West 92.8 88.7 225 4.1 +53

Table 4.02 presentsthose localities experiencing the largest increases in UK&dore between
2019 and 2023. The table highlights the fact that some of the most competitive localities in
London have further strengthened their position relative to the UK average, but due to being
towards the top of the rankings they cannot climb far.his would suggest that he dominant
London economycontinues tobe decoupled from the rest of the UK economy

18 Martinez SancheMat eos, H. S. a n dea&essillityimpactMfa ndwH@Ep2ed R4l ink in the
UK & preliminary analysis of winners ath | o doairnas od Transport Geography5, 105-114.
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TABLE4.02: UKCITOP10 CHANGES INNKCISCORHUK=100)

UKCI Change 2012023
5:2”; Locality Region 2023 2019 ZR(";‘{‘;‘ UKCI  Rank
8 Hackney London 131.8 123.7 18 8.1 10
87 Worcester West Midlands 103.2 95.3 150 7.9 63
72 Wychavon West Midlands  105.2 98.1 127 7.2 55
2 Westminster London 214.8 207.9 2 6.9 0
79 Enfield London 103.6 97.5 132 6.2 53
119 Ipswich East of Englanc  99.0 93.2 161 5.8 42
128 Shetland Islands Scotland 97.2 91.4 187 5.8 59
3 Camden London 172.8 167.2 3 5.6 0
235  Wolverhampton West Midlands 87.8 82.3 299 55 64
161 Bury North West 93.9 88.4 226 55 65

4.2. Biggest Fallers 2019 to 2023

Table 4.03 indicatesthat the two localities experiencing the largest falls in ranking between 2019
and 2023 are bath located in the West MidlandsRedditch (106 places) and Bromsgrove (89
places). Both of these localities had seen large improvements in their competitivenesspto the
COVIEL9 Pandemic?® The fall back to values seen in the mid010s reflects a reversal ofnew
firm creation booms and also a fall in economic activity levels. In some respedtsese localities
may have been fitting the description ofentrepreneurial bubbled economies that experienced
rapid increases in entrepreneurship, but without the ctral and institutional supportthis activity

disappeared when large shocks hit the local economiés.

It is also interesting to note that localitieexperiencing the largest negative change in ranking like
those improving their ranking tend to have competitiveness below the UK average. In puis
reflects the distorting effect of the London ath South East economies that pusithe UK average
upwards,so a majority of the localities in the Britain are below the UK average.

19 Huggins, R. and Thompson, P. (2018)K Competitiveness Index 2016Cardiff: Cardiff University.

Huggins, R. Thompson, P. and Prokop, D. (2019 Competitiveness Index 2019Cardiff: Cardiff Univerigy.

Huggins, R. Prokop, D. and Thompson, P. (2021 Competitiveness Index 2021Cardiff: Cardiff University.

2Huggi ns, R. and Thompson, P. (2015) ©6Local entrepreneuri al
fostering ec oCambridge JourralomfoRegonsy Economy and Sociedy(2), 313-330.
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TABLE4.03: UKCI10 LARGESTRANKINGFALLERJUK=100)

UKCI Change 2019

2023
Eggg Locality Region 2023 2019 zRglng UKCI Rank
279 Fife Scotland 84.9 88.4 228 -3.5 -51
258  Amber Valley East Midlands 86.8 90.2 204 -3.5 -54
311 West Dunbartonshire  Scotland 82.8 85.8 256 -3.0 -55
239 Copeland North West 87.7 91.6 183 -3.9 -56
252 Havant South East 87.1 91.0 196 -3.9 -56
203  Hinckley and Bosworth East Midlands 90.2 98.1 128 -7.8 -75
248  Adur South East 87.3 92.7 169 5.4 -79
288 Barrowin-Furness North West 84.5 90.1 208 -5.6 -80
105 Bromsgrove West Midlands  100.4  124.6 16 -24.2 -89
243  Redditch West Midlands  87.6 97.0 137 9.5 -106

Table 4.04 presents the tenlocalities that have experienced the largest falls in UKCI score
between 2019 and 2023. This helis capture those localities that may be more highly ranked, but
have seen their relative competitivenessomparedto the UK average fallinterestingly although
only the City of London from the London localities appeaend is so far ahead of the UK average
this is unlikely to have anympact on its dominant position. Bur localities fom the South East
are present and n addition Aberdeen with its cluster of diand gas industries. This is unlikely to
reflect the imposition of windfall taxes as thee probably has not been sufficientime to allow
changesto appear in the data It could, however,reflect the less supportive policy environment

for North Sea oil ad gasthat has been presentover a longer period of time.

TABLE4.04: UKCI10 LARGESDECLINES INKCISCORHUK=100)

UKCI Change 2019

2023
5(‘;"2”:': Locality Region 2023 2019 ?g‘fg UKCI Rank
65 Aberdeen City Scotland 106.3 112.0 43 5.7 -22
66 Spelthorne South East 106.2 112.6 42 -6.4 -24
54 Basingstoke and Dean South East 108.1 114.7 36 -6.6 -18
82 Dartford South East 103.5 110.3 48 -6.8 -34
24 Mole Valley South East 116.6 123.8 17 -7.2 -7
203  Hinckley and Boswortt East Midlands 90.2 98.1 128 -7.8 -75
243 Redditch West Midlands 87.6 97.0 137 -95 -106
41 Watford East of England 110.8 120.8 22 -10.0 -19
105  Bromsgrove West Midlands  100.4 124.6 16 242 -89
1 City of London London 927.4 965.2 1 -37.8 0
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4.3. Geographical Distribution ofCompetitiveness Changes

Figure 4.01 indicates that thereappears to be some groups of localities in geographical patterns
that have experienced improvementsr a weakening of their competitiveness between 2019 and
2023. Positively, localities in Wales, thenorthern East Midlands and the southern part of the
West Midlands have seen their competitiveness improve. Given that all these areas typically have
displayed lower levels of competitiveness in the pasthis may provide someindication that

levelling up can be achieved. Whether there is more evidence of this will be explored in Section 5.

Areas in the southern East Midlands, South Eastand East of England which are typically
regarded as benefiting from their close proximity to hdon, have tended to display declines in
competitiveness between the UKCI in 2019 and 2023Although these localities might be
relatively more competitive they are not necessarily the most competitiBetish localities that fall
into these groups. As suclthe story may not be a simple case of the least competitive catching
up with the most competitive.
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RGURE4.01: GEOGRAPHICADISTRIBUTION OEOCALAUTHORITIE®ISPLAYINGLARGERINCREASES AND
DECREASES INKCIBETWEEN019 AND2023

B Larger Dedcline in UKCI
[ ] Little Change in UKCI
I Larger Increase in UKCI
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5.CompetitivenessConvergence and_evelling Up

This section of work builds on the analysis in Sectionahd the focus here will be on whetheor

not there is evidence of convergence or divergence in competitiveness over a longer period of

time: 2011 to 2019. The motivationf or t hi s i nvestigation is the cu
up agenda.Levelling upwas only introducedi 019 i n the Conser viaand ve Par
detailed further in a White Paper in 20222 However, attempts to support areas of the UK

outside the core regions of London, South East and East of Englaar@ not new and strategies

to reduce regional disparities have been pursued by Governmeiitsthe UK and other countries

with mixed successg?® Understanding whether there is a convergence rodivergence of
competitiveness in the period running up to 2019 will help to provide a better understanding of

the degree ofthec hal | enge faced in initiatives to 61l evel

The focus is on the UKCI scores between 2011 and 2019 his means that the shortterm
influence from the COVIR9 Pandemic daes not distort longer run patterns in changes in
competitiveness. In order to analyse the convergence and divergence of competitiveness the
study draws upon techniques that have been used to examinerogrgence in growth ratesof
nations or regions in the pastSubsection 5.1 first starts by presenting a descriptive analysis of
the variation of competitiveness across localities and within regions over time. Ssdxtion 5.2
then takes inspiration from $gma convergence which considers if there are changes in the
spread of competitiveness over time. Subection 5.3 employs a techniqueknown as beta
convergence to ascertain if less competitivéocalities are increasing their competitiveness to a
greater degree than more competitive localitiesDetails of how these measures of convergence
are calculated are provided in Appendik.

21 Conservative and Unionist Part (2019pet BrexitDonedUn |l eash Br it ai nds Potential: The
Party Manifest 2019, London: Paragon CC.

22 HM Government (2022)_evelling Up: Levelling Up the United Kingdonheatherhead: HH Associates Ltd.

23 Alden, J. and Boland, P. (2013regional Development Strategies: A European Perspectivdingdon: Routledge.
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5.1. Disparities in Local Competitiveness 2011 to 2019

This subsection starts by considering the statistical distribution of compdtieness over time.
This isillustrated in Table 5.01 which considers how the expected level of competitiveness for
localities has changed (the mean average level of competitiveness), the range of competitiveness
identified (using the highest and lowest Maes of competitiveness) and the degree that the
competitiveness values are clustered around the average value or more spread out (standard
deviation of competitiveness}# In the analysis we exclude the outlying localities of the City of
London and Westmister as changes in their competitiveness are likel overly influence the

whole analysis while only representing a relatively small proportion of localities.

It is clear that there issome change in the patterns of competitiveness over time. The average
level of competitiveness has fallen from 95.9 in 2011 to 95.1n 2017 and 2019. However, at the
same time there has been a slight increase in the competitiveness of both the worse performing
locality and the best. Th improvement is clearer and more constent for the worst performing
locality, which is positive sign with regard to levelling ug-urthermore, the range (difference
between most and least competitive localities) has changddbm 99.0 in 2011 (99.0) to 96.2 in
2019 (96.2). Whilethis does not necessarily signjffconvergence, it is a positive sign.

TABLES.01: DESCRIPTIVBTATISTICS FORKCIFORPERIODSCOVERIN@O011 102019

Mean Standard - .
o Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation

2011 95.9 14.2 66.7 165.7 99.0
2013 95.7 14.1 67.5 163.2 95.7
2015 95.5 14.3 68.5 168.1 99.7
2017 95.1 14.3 70.1 170.7 100.6
2019 95.1 14.0 71.0 167.2 96.2

24 Please note that as the focus in this section is on the disparities lveten localities no weighting of localities is
undertaken based on the populations of different localities. In effect the unit of analysis is focused on the local
authority area- the locality, as a whole- rather than the expected experience of individuakesidents in groups of
localities. This means that the average competitiveness will not necessarily be equal to 100.
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We also consider the values for each region (Table 5.32)and provide another statistic- the
coefficient of variation- which reflects the standard deviation divided by the mean average
value. This allows the expected spread around the average value to be considered as a
proportion or percentage of the average. Thigcilitates an easier comparison of the spread

of competitiveness in different regions where competitiveness might be much higher on
average in one region than another.

Given that a relatively long period of time is being considergthe changes in the average
competitiveness of localities in regions hee remained quite stable in some cases There are
some increases for the South East and South West and an increase for the West Midlands.
Similarly, the changes in the spread of competitiveness values found for localities in regions
(standard deviation) hae in other cases changed little over the period. For the East of
England and West Midlands there are some increases between 2011 and 2019, which is
also reflected in the range of UKCI values found. For these localities it is possible that
greater disparities are opeing up within the regions. This suppostthe notion that any
levelling up agenda should not forget disparities within regions.

Regions that have experienced the opposite over time include Scotland, South West and
Wales. The coefficient of variation indictes that someregions have much more diversity in
the levels of competitiveness within their localities than others. Wale¥,orkshire and the
Humberand the North East have less variation in competitiveness between their constituent
localities. In compari®n, London and the South East have the highest coefficient of variation
values. This meansthat even after accouning for their higher average competitiveness
levels, the spread of competitiveness values is still a larger proportion of the average value.

25 Figures for the competitiveness of regions should not be drawn from Table 5.02. These are the unweighted averages
of the localities within the regions. For a better indication of the competitiveness experienced by the residents of
regions, please see Se@n 7 where weighted averages are used.
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TABLES.02: DESCRIPTIVEBTATISTICS FOBKCIFORPERIODSCOVERIN@011 TO2019 FORINDIVIDUAL
REGION{WALESS MISSINGFROMTHISTABLE)

East Midlands Mean Star_ldgrd Coeffl_C|e_nt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 90.0 7.6 0.08 74.2 106.6 324
2013 89.7 7.3 0.08 73.8 106.3 32.5
2015 89.5 7.6 0.09 76.5 106.3 29.8
2017 88.2 7.5 0.08 73.2 102.9 29.7
2019 88.9 7.6 0.09 75.5 105.6 30.1
East of England Mean Star_ldgrd Coeffl_C|e_nt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 97.7 11.0 0.11 73.9 120.8 46.8
2013 97.8 11.3 0.12 75.8 119.1 43.4
2015 97.2 11.6 0.12 75.5 122.0 46.5
2017 97.5 12.4 0.13 75.3 125.8 50.6
2019 97.3 12.2 0.13 76.3 126.6 50.3
London Mean Star_ldgrd Coeffl_cn_ant Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 114.6 19.4 0.17 92.7 165.7 73.1
2013 115.3 19.0 0.16 94.9 163.2 68.4
2015 116.4 19.6 0.17 96.7 168.1 71.5
2017 115.1 193 0.17 91.7 170.7 78.9
2019 114.7 18.6 0.16 90.2 167.2 77.0
North East Mean Stapdqrd Coefﬂggnt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 84.5 5.9 0.07 75.9 94.2 18.3
2013 84.5 4.9 0.06 77.8 93.6 15.8
2015 85.5 55 0.06 78.9 95.9 17.0
2017 84.1 5.5 0.07 77.3 93.1 15.9
2019 83.2 5.8 0.07 74.9 92.5 17.6
North West Mean Stapdgrd Coeffl.cu?nt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 90.4 9.8 0.11 77.0 1125 35.5
2013 90.3 9.3 0.10 76.9 1114 34.5
2015 90.3 9.1 0.10 77.2 1115 34.3
2017 91.0 9.6 0.11 77.4 114.0 36.6
2019 90.3 9.4 0.10 79.5 109.1 29.6
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TABLE5.02: CONTINUED

Mean Standard Coefficient - :
Scotland L o Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 91.4 9.6 0.10 80.0 123.5 43.6
2013 91.5 9.6 0.11 80.0 123.2 43.2
2015 91.2 9.0 0.10 80.2 117.6 37.4
2017 90.4 7.9 0.09 81.1 114.4 33.3
2019 90.0 7.7 0.09 80.5 112.9 324
South East Mean Star_ldgrd Coeffl_C|e_nt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 105.9 14.2 0.13 77.9 131.3 53.4
2013 104.5 145 0.14 74.6 137.2 62.6
2015 104.0 14.1 0.14 75.9 130.6 54.7
2017 103.3 14.0 0.14 77.3 132.9 55.6
2019 103.8 13.9 0.13 75.8 132.6 56.8
South West Mean Star_ldgrd Coeffl_C|§nt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 94.7 9.3 0.10 76.7 113.5 36.8
2013 93.8 8.8 0.09 78.8 110.3 31.5
2015 93.5 9.3 0.10 76.9 110.0 33.1
2017 92.8 9.7 0.10 77.5 1115 34.0
2019 92.4 9.2 0.10 76.9 110.0 33.1
South East Mean Stapdqrd Coefﬂggnt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 83.2 7.2 0.09 66.7 97.1 304
2013 83.5 6.8 0.08 67.5 97.7 30.2
2015 82.9 6.5 0.08 68.5 97.4 28.9
2017 83.4 6.9 0.08 70.1 97.8 27.7
2019 83.5 6.7 0.08 71.0 98.3 27.3
West Midlands Mean Stapdgrd Coeffl.cu?nt Minimum Maximum Range
Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 91.2 9.7 0.11 78.8 113.5 34.7
2013 91.6 10.2 0.11 78.5 115.8 37.3
2015 91.4 10.6 0.12 79.4 120.5 411
2017 91.7 12.1 0.13 77.8 121.7 43.9
2019 92.7 111 0.12 79.5 124.6 451
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TABLE5.02: CONTINUED

Yorkshire and the  Mean Star_ldgrd Coeffi_cie_nt Minimum Maximum Range
Humber Average Deviation  of Variation
2011 88.8 7.4 0.08 79.2 100.6 21.4
2013 88.6 7.5 0.08 78.8 101.4 22.6
2015 88.0 6.8 0.08 80.0 100.3 20.3
2017 87.6 7.1 0.08 77.6 99.4 21.8
2019 87.7 6.9 0.08 79.7 101.3 21.6

5.2. Sigma ConvergencéDivergence of Local Competitiveness 2011 to 2019

In the preceding the headline figuresentatively indicatethat disparities in competitivenessnay

be slowlydecreasing across Great Britain as a whole. However, the values for individual regions
suggest thatfor some regions thee is the need for levelling up withinthemselves The analysis
below considers whetheror not the difference found in the previous sulsection is sufficiently
large to be statistically significant.

Table 5.03 presents the Hests when considering the British localities as a whole. As the
standard deviation did not fall or rise consistently over the peripdve compare all possible
combinations of periods. The figure in the brackets reflects the probability that any difference in
the standard deviation is not just due to random fluctuationsAny value of 0.05 or less is
traditionally regarded as statistically significantindicating that ary difference of this size would
happen at random less than 1 in 20 timesNone of the tests indicate a statistically significant
value. Therefore under this measure there is ndhard evidence of convergence or divergence in

competitivenessof British locaities based on this measure
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TABLE 5.03: TESTS OFSIGMA CONVERGENCPB IVERGENCHTESTS OFDIFFERENCES INSTANDARD

DEVIATION
2011 2013 2015 2017
1.012
2013 (0.455)
0.9928 0.9811
2015 (0.473) (0.428)
0017 0.9954 0.9836 1.0026
(0.483) (0.438) (0.490)
2019 1.0263 1.0141 1.0337 1.031
(0.403) (0.447) (0.377) (0.386)

Notes: Fstatistic of differences in standard deviation; walues in parentheses

Table 5.04 presents the sigma convergence/divergence tests ftre localities within each region.
As the number of localities in each regiois smallerthan for the whole of Great Britain this makes
it less likely that a statistically significant result will be found. For preservation of spaage

concentrate on thecomparison of 2011 and 2019 to capture any longerun patterns.

All of the results indicate that the changes in spread over time cannot be statistically proven. This
does not mean that sigma convergence or divergends not occurring, but the evidence isot
strong enough to be sure that the differences in spread of competitiveness (standard deviation of
UKCI scores) are not just a random variation.

TABLE 5.04: TESTS OFSIGMA CONVERGENCE IVERGENCHTESTS OFDIFFERENCE INSTANDARD
DEVIATIONFORINDIVIDUA REGIONS

Fstatistic p-value
East Midlands 1.000 (0.500)
East of England 0.802 (0.233)
London 1.084 (0.413)
North East 1.028 (0.482)
North West 1.091 (0.395)
Scotland 1.555 (0.112)
South East 1.040 (0.439)
South West 1.027 (0.473)
Wales 1.166 (0.364)
West Midlands 0.755 (0.227)
Yorkshire and the Humber 1.149 (0.380)

UKCI 2023




5.3. Beta Convergence/Divergence of Local Competitiveness 2011 to 2019

The test for sigma convergence found no evidence that the spread of competitiveness values was
significantly increasing or decreasing through timebut this does not mean that localities with
lower levels of competitiveness are not improving their UKCI scores more or less than those with
higher levels of competitiveness. Hypotheticallif is possible for the standard deviation values to
remain exactly the samebecause less competitive localities improve their competitiveness to
such an extentthat they replace the most competitive, whereas the most competitive fall back
and replace the least competitiveThis irdicates the potential for sigma convergenceaot to be

presentbut at the same time the situation is improving for the least competitidecalities.

In this subsection beta convergence is used to understand if less competitive localities are
catching up wih their more competitive counterparts. The analysis testshether or notthose
localities with the lowest (highest) UKCI scores in 2011 experience greater (lesser) improvements
in UKCI score between 2011 and 2019. A negative value will indicate beta convergence whereas
a positive value represents beta divergence, i.e. the less competitive latiak are being left
further behind over time. To account for some othdactors, we also control for the influence of
the rural or urban nature of the locality and the region it is locatednfortunately, it is not
possible to control for both at the saméime as localities in London are all classed as being part

of a major agglomeration.

Importantly, egardless of the controls included the coefficient estimated for UKCI 2011 is
negative and statistically significant. This means there is evidence that betanvergence is
taking place. This is promising news terms of levelling up as it means that even prior to the
latest policy interventions localities with lower levels of competitiveness in 2011 were improving
their competitiveness to a greater extent @in those with higherlevels of competitiveness in
2011. However, this analysis refers only to the period 2031019 and does not indicate onrgoing

convergence.

The other variables also provide some information on those localities that have improved their
competitiveness to a greater extent between 2011 and 2019. As has been suggested by other
studies, cities appear to be increasingly more dominant during this period and have improved
their competitiveness relative to those areas with significant rural areaShe most rural area, on
the other hand have fallen back on average. When further consistent data becomes available
post the COVIEL9 Pandemic it will be possible to determine if changing working patterns have
affected this trend.
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In terms of regional location there is some evidence that the London and the West Midlands have
seen competitiveness improvements that are relativelgreater than those of the South East.
Some care needs to be taken with regard to this effect for Londas its localities are all classed
as being part of a major urban areaThis meansit is unclear if ad.ondondor Major Urbarbeffect

is present.

TABLES.05: BETACONVERGENCEE IVERGENCEESTS

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

-0.0485  -0.0654  -0.0618
UKCI 2011 (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.000)

Urban or Rural Nature (base categefyignificant Rural)

Major Urban (10.%09136%

Large Urban ?0.?579071)

Other Urban ?(5990918?;

Rurat50 '(t'.%%%‘)"

Ruratgo '(%'.%‘(‘)%3

Region (base categorysouth East)

East Midlands (%%i%?

East of England (16.1131757)

London (2(5.702063

North East ((())562112);

North West (1(59119365)

Scotland ((())2723

South West (%2262;

Wales (169229457)

West Midlands (2(5.6070321)

Yorkshire and the Humber ((())t)i%
3.8543 5.8020 4.4843

Constant (0.004) (0.000) (0.016)
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N 360 360 360

Ftest 12.2 10.8 4.2
p-value (0.001) (0.000) (0.000)
R 0.033 0.155 0.117

Notes: pvalues in parenthess

Table 5.06 repeats for the analysis for the localities in each of the regions of Great Britain. It is
less likely that statistically significant results will be found du#o each region having fewer
localities. For preservation of spacewe only report the result for the UKCI coefficient which
reflects the presence or otherwise of beta convergence. Calculations are run without (Model 1)
and with (Model 2) controls for theural or urban nature of localities. It is not possible to run the
calculations with rural and urban controls for London as the localities are all classed as belonging

to a Major Urban area.

The results indicate that for most regions a negative coefficies found, which if statistically
significant would indicate the presence of beta convergencavhere less competitive localities in
2011 are improving their UKCI to a greater degree by 2019 than the more competitive. There are
two exceptions, the East ofEngland and the West Midlandswhere a positive coefficient is
present. In bothof these cases the results are not statistically significant, but in these regions
there is definitely no evidence of convergence.

For those regionswhere a negative coefficiehis estimated, in most cases the results are not
significant. However, there is statistical support for beta convergence in Scotland, South East,
and Wales. There is also weaker evidence (significant at the 10 percent level) of convergence in
the North Eat. As noted aboveit is notable that two of the regions where there is convergence
are the devolved nations of Wales and Scotland where focus on intraregional disparities may

have been greater for longer.

The results therefore, suggest that in some regns there is evidence that past development
policies may be having success in levelling up and that new interventiong appropriately
focused, may further support this. However, there are some regions where there is less evidence
of this and it will beimportant that support particulaty considers the less competitive localities in
these regions, rather than just concentrating on levelling up between regions.
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TABLES.06: BETA CONVERGENCE IVERGENCEESTS FOIREGIONS

Model 1 Model 2
East Midlands (%1115%; ((())111521())
East of England ?6?354377) ?0..0633212)
London (%2?%5)5 na
North East (%3{8755 ((())%)%85
North West (%%372‘)1 (%%2(;())
Scotland (%%?)%()3 (%%%%;3
SouthEast (%%gi? (%%2(%
South West (%%f;%()) (%?LZ?S
Wales -0.1291 -0.1760

(0.082) (0.022)
West Midlands ?6973325% ?0.95692393
Yorkshire and the Humber (%i‘é%? (%3;‘(53
Control for Urban oRural Nature No Yes

Table 5.07 provides some important insights into the types of localities that pushed
competitiveness convergence between 2011 and 2019. It indicates those localities that
increased their competitiveness ranking by deast 40 places during this period. It can be seen
that a significant proportion of these localities are those situated in the core regions of London,
East of England and South East England. These are localities that began to cafelwith their
more competitive neighbouis through the positive impacts and spilloverdrom their close
proximitywith these more leading lights.

Outside of the core competitive regionst is noticeablethat some localities in close proximity with
Birmingham, Liverpool and Manchester hee improved their position, which is likely to be due to
funding through national government city deals targeted at city regions. While a number of
localities in Scotland have shown good improvements, none of the high performers are situated in
Wales. Furthermorethere are no localities situated in the North East of England or the South
West of England, with only two localities from Yorkshire and Humber. This suggests that
convergence is stemming from quite a small number of localities that are either located iadéeng

regions or those city regions that have been successful in accessing national government funding.
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TABLE5.07: MOSTIMPROVEMENTS IBOMPETITIVENESS ROCALITR2011-2019

Rank Change 2011
Locality Region 2019
Hinckley and Bosworth East Midlands 80
Leicester East Midlands 66
Rushcliffe East Midlands 48
South Derbyshire East Midlands 46
Rochford East of England 74
Luton East of England 63
Thurrock East of England 61
Broadland East of England 58
Welwyn Hatfield East of England 40
Waltham Forest London 50
Newham London 45
Havering London 43
Bexley London 42
Knowsley North West 91
Salford North West 81
Barrowin-Furness North West 47
Liverpool North West 46
South Ribble North West 42
Wyre North West 42
North Lanarkshire Scotland 53
WestDunbartonshire Scotland 52
Midlothian Scotland 50
East Lothian Scotland 40
Medway South East 56
Gravesham South East 44
Redditch West Midlands 90
Bromsgrove West Midlands 82
Tamworth West Midlands 74
Telford and Wrekin West Midlands 65
Birmingham West Midlands 63
Wyre Forest West Midlands 55
Nuneaton and Bedworth West Midlands 54
Calderdale Yorkshire and Humber 46
Doncaster Yorkshire and Humber 42
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6.A City Perspective

Included within the localities covered by the UKCI are those that cover the cities of Great Britain.
This sectionfocuses on those localities to allow a closer comparison of similarly urbanised areas.
There are also comparisons of the average competitivenesslafger urban areas with that found
for the more rural areas $ub-section 6.2). This will give a first indication of whether thiafluence

of shocks such as those associated with the COVID Global Pandemic and the war in Ukraine
have affected the competitveness of cities relative to more rural areas. This will help to provide
an insight into whether or not there is any evidence that the changes in working patterns
associated with the pandemicwhich are yet to completely unwindare beginning to undermine
the previous dominance of more urban areassub-section 6.3 concentrates on the largest cities
within the UK, which in previous years have been transforming from their historical strengths

towards service oriened economies.
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6.1. Cities in Great Britain

Table6.01 outlines the UKCI scores and rankings for the larger urban areas classified as cities.
We only consider larger urban areas in terms of population (100,000) within this comparisamd

we also exclude London whicls consideredt o0 b e a sobtheargas io foéus are more
similar2? Under the current definitions used to identify these areas the most competitive city in
2023 is Milton Keynes. Milton Keynes in the county of Buckinghamshire was a new town created
in 1967, and it was made a city in 2022as part of the Platinum Jubilee celebrationsTherefore,it
makes its first appearance in the city rankings of the UKCI. Its central locatiand close proximity

to London has resulted iran overrepresentation of employment in transport and storage secw®r
(9.0 percent of those in employment relative to 5.1 for both the South East region and UK as a
whole).

It has high levels of entrepreneurship with 62.3 business registrations per 10,000 population
compared to 54.3 in the UK as a wholeAlso, it had33.2 per cent of businesses classed as
knowledge intensive compared to 23.1 percent for the UK as a whole in 2022. Its UksCbre in
2023 reflects the knowledge resources available and high GVA per capita generated from th#&m.
This is considerably ahead of theext most competitive cities: Edinburgh (UKCI 2023 112.6) with
its traditional strengths in finance and Cambridge (UKCI 2023 112.1) with life sciences and
education strengths.

Worcester (West Midlands)now ranked 9h,and Norwich (East of Englangdyanked 21st, are two
cities that have improved their rankings substantially between 2019 and 2023 (10 places for
Worcester and 9 for Norwich). These relatively smaller cities in more rural localities may become
more attractive for employees after the COWI® Pandemic given their relatively accessible
nature to more rural areas.

%6 The designati on of city was taken from t he Ul
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/list-of-cities/list-of-cities-html. This means that some new cities formed
as part of the Platinum Jubilee celebrations have been included such as Doncaster and those such as Soutioend
Sea given the designation in honour of Sir David Amess are included.

27 |In contrast to previous editions of the UKCI, the qualifying criterion of population of 100,000 has changed a little.
Previously the definition was based on the population of the local authority district with a focus on those localities
specifically assogated with a city. The current definition uses the builtp area population where available with these
being distingui sh edickband mohas approathl, wittv builtgp: areas Aefined as land with a
minimum area of 20 hectares (200,000 m3, while settlements within 200 metres of each other are linked.
(https://www.nomisweb.co.ukl/), or alternatively the large or town or city definition from NOMIS if this is not available.
This means that some citie previously included such as St Albans, Winchester and Lichfield are no longer included as
they have populations less than 100,000 under these definitions with less connected areas in the local authority
district area making up the remainder of the poput&n. It also means some cities such as Bath (and North East
Somerset) are included as the built up area of Bath meets the criterion.

28 Milton Keynes Council (2019) ocal Economic Assessment 2019: Economy and Cultydilton Keynes: Milton
Keynes Council
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A number of localities dropped six ranking places or more between 2019 and 202But in the
majority of these cases this reflects limited changes in UKCI scqrand improvements of other
localities previously ranked just below them. An exception to this is Preston in the North West
which dropped 7 places and experienaka decline in UKCI score of 3.1 to 92.1 in 2023This has
been driven by a large drop in the economic activity and employmentes between 2019 and
2023. In 2019 the economic activity rate was high at 83.2 percent (UK average of 78.8 percent)
The inclusive economic approach in Preston hdeen suggested to have had benefits not just
economically, but also in terms of health priao the COVIEL9 Pandemic2® The economic activity

rate has nowfallen to 68.9 percent, whereas the UK average is only slightly down (78.2 percent).

More generally, he COVIEL9 Pandemic led to many older workers that were below the

retirement age leaving the labour force3® This has been partly reversed due to pressures of the

cost of living crisis,but Preston appears to be one area where there is less evidence of this. The
employment rate presents a similar pattern of being high relative to the UK avergmwor to the

pandemic, but then falling afterwardsPr e st onds reliance on the publ i c
lack of Professional Scientific and Technical activities may partly explain these patteras it is

the lower skilled that are most likely to hee left the labour force after the COVHDO Pandemicst

29 Rose, T. C. Daras, K. Manley, J. McKeown, M. Halliday,&oGl wi n , T. L. Hol Il i ngswort h, B.
mental health and wellbeing impact of a Community Wealth Building programme in England: a differanee
di f f er e n tamcet Pabic Hlehiyh @, e403-10.

0Boil eau, B. andeCriilse, ih. eC®d20@dM) c6TmactivitylFSBrebngg peopl
Note, #BN345.

31 Low Pay Commission (2023National Minimum Wage: Low Page Commission Report 202Reatherhead: HH

Asciates.
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TABLE6.01: QTYUKCOMPETITIVENEYEDEX2023 (UK=100)

C'%ZR?":‘”" City UKCI 2019 C'%le‘”k UKCI 2023
1 Milton Keynes 120.7 1 118.2
2 City of Edinburgh 112.9 3 112.6
3 Cambridge 1145 2 112.1
4 Brighton and Hove 108.4 5 108.3
5 Manchester 107.3 6 107.3
6 Oxford 107.0 7 106.9
7 Aberdeen City 112.0 4 106.3
8 Bristol, City of 104.8 8 105.8
9 Worcester 95.3 19 103.2
10 Salford 101.9 9 101.7
11 Cardiff 98.3 15 101.1
12 Exeter 99.8 12 100.9
13 Chelmsford 101.2 10 100.6
14 York 98.9 14 99.8
15 Glasgow City 97.6 16 99.6
16 Leeds 99.2 13 99.4
17 Southampton 99.9 11 98.9
18 Peterborough 95.9 17 95.2
19 Derby 95.8 18 95.0
20 Bath (and North East Somerset) 95.3 20 95.0
21 Norwich 90.2 30 94.9
22 Coventry 93.8 22 94.2
23 Portsmouth 92.4 25 94.2
24 Liverpool 93.0 23 93.6
25 Nottingham 89.9 31 92.7
26 Newcastle upon Tyne 91.3 28 924
27 Birmingham 91.7 27 92.2
28 Preston 95.2 21 92.1
29 Leicester 91.8 26 91.9
30 Colchester 93.0 24 91.7
31 Sheffield 88.8 33 90.1
32 Newport 89.8 32 90.0
33 Gloucester 91.3 29 89.8
34 Southendon-Sea 87.3 34 89.0
35 Lincoln 86.3 36 88.2
36 Wolverhampton 82.3 41 87.8
37 Swansea 86.8 35 87.8
38 Canterbury 85.7 37 87.7
39 Dundee City 85.6 38 87.6
40 Wakefield 85.0 39 85.4
41 Stokeon-Trent 81.7 46 84.7
42 Plymouth 81.9 45 84.4
43 Lancaster 82.3 42 84.3
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TABLEG6.01: CONTINUED

C'%ZR?":‘”" City UKCI 2019 C'%lR;‘”k UKCI 2023
44 Bradford 81.6 47 84.3
45 Doncaster 82.0 43 83.5
46 Sunderland 83.7 40 83.5
47 Kingston upon Hull, City of 82.0 44 81.9

6.2. Competitiveness within Rural and Urban Localities

Table 6.02 presents the weighted average UKCI score for localities based on their urban or rural
nature32 As in previous years those localities in the larger urban areas display the highest levels
of competitiveness. In part this may reflect the dominance of the London localities within this
group. Also within this group are the localities in the West MidlasydManchester and West
Yorkshire urban agglomerationsThe slight fall in competitiveness of these areas between 2019
and 2023 may be a reflection of workers seeking to move away from city centres to areas with
greater access to green areas and more spacis housing after the experiences of lockdowns
during the COVIR9 Pandemic33 This may affect the future innovation and success of such

areas34

After the major urban areasthe next most competitive group are those with significant rural
areas. These localities often contain towns with surrounding more rural areas such as
Buckinghamshire and Guildford in the South East, West Northamptonshire in the East Midlands,
Stafford in the West Midlands, and Stirling in Scotland. However, these localities haveoal
experienced a decline in competitiveness between 2019 and 202&nd may lack some of the
scale of the larger agglomerations. Givethat some of the data in the UKCI 2023 will reflect
periods when some restrictionson social and economic activitiesvere in place, it is unclear if

these changes will be reversed in the future.

32 The UKCI scores for areas by rural or urban nature are weighted averages based on the populations of those
localities that are classified as belonging to each type of areas. This provides a better idea of what someone living in
each type of areais likely to experience rather than atypical smaller areas being allowed to oimtuence the
average.

3B Liu,S.andSu, Y 2021) 6The i mp9gpantemic bn the Heean@ for\dénBity: evidence from the U.S.
housi ng Eoovaamiceleti®rs207, 110010.

And

Fazio, M. and Harper, G. (2022) O6How much of the housing pr
change i n hous e BankdfEmglane FiranceliSalliyy Pape#49.

3Huggi ns, R. and T hes,nmpovation and Bntreprerdrial 2cpsysbe@s: assessing the impact of
the COVIEL 9 p a n dCambridgedJournal of Regions, Economy and Societ$ (3), 635-661.
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In summary the urban areas outside the largest agglomerations and the most rural areas are
those that have seen improvements in competitiveness. It is possible that these localitiesve
become more attractive relative to agglomerations such as London after the Pandemic. Whether
or notthese are part of a longun change will require more time as footfall gradually returns to

urban centres and more workers return to the office.

TABLE6.02: UKCINDEXBY RURAL/URBANATURBFLOCALITIEQJK=100)

2019 2023 Change 2019 to 2023
Major Urban 103.9 103.5 -0.4
Large Urban 94.4 94.8 0.4
Other Urban 93.1 93.2 0.1
Significant Rural 97.2 96.5 -0.7
Rural50 91.9 92.1 0.1
Rural80 90.3 91.0 0.7

63. Competitiveness of the UKOs Largest

This final subsection covers the largest cities outside London, the alliance of core ciiéplus
Edinburgh the second largest city in Scotland. Table 6.03 presents the rankings of these large
cities in 2019 and 2023 based on the UKCI. Only three of the cities are more competitive than
the UK average, Edinburgh (UKCI = 18B), Manchester (UKCI =107.3) and Bristol (UKCI =
105.8). However, both the # and 5% ranked cities in 2023, Cardiff in Wales and Glasgow in
Scotland have seen improvements in their UKCI scores and moved up one place. This has been at
the expense of Leeds ir¥orkshire and theHumber, which has seen little change in its UKCI score,
but has been passed by those cities in the devolved nations mentioned above. It is also
noteworthy that Belfast has improved its competitiveness between 2019 and 2023ts UKCI
score of 98.2 means itis close to the UK average.

35 Centre for Cities (2023)Three Years on From Lockdown: Has the Pandemic changed the waysivep?, London:
Centre for Cities.
36 https://www.corecities.com/about-us/what-core-Cities-uk
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Given that Manchester is part of the Manchester combined authority and received its City Deal in
2012 the results suggest the investments and more devolved governance arrangements have
been beneficial for many of these citiedncluding those in devolved areas. Nottingham is another
city to have seen an improvement between 2019 and 2023 although it is still ranked"®f the

12 extended list of core cities. Given that Nottingham will be part of the East Midlands Combined
Authority in the near future it might be hoped it can enjoy a similar success to that of, for

example, Manchester and Cardiff going forwards.

One core city that haseen a relative weakening of competitiveness between 2019 and 2023 is
Birmingham. It is now rankedl1t of the 12, with only Sheffield ranked below it. However, it
should be noted that all but the top two core cities have seen an improvement relative to the UK
average, so Birmingham has just not improved its competitiveness as quickly as the other cities in

the extended list of core cities.

TABLE6.03: UKCIINDEX ANORANK FOREXTENDEMCORECITIES

Change 2012023

Extended Extended Extended
Core City City Core City ggfgl ;J(})(ZC;I UKCI  Core City
Rank 2023 Rank 2019 Rank

1 City of Edinburgh 1 112.9 1126 0.3 0

2 Manchester 2 107.3 107.3 -0.1 0

3 Bristol, City of 3 104.8 105.8 1.0 0

4 Cardiff 5 98.3 101.1 2.8 +1

5 Glasgow City 6 97.6 99.6 2.0 +1

6 Leeds 4 99.2 99.4 0.1 -2

7 Belfast 7 95.8 98.2 2.4 0

8 Liverpool 8 93.0 93.6 0.6 0

9 Nottingham 11 89.9 92.7 2.7 +2

10 Newcastle upon Tyne 10 91.3 924 1.1 0

11 Birmingham 9 91.7 92.2 0.5 -2

12 Sheffield 12 88.8 90.1 1.3 0
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7.A Regional Perspective

The section focuses on competitiveness performance at regional level artietresults presented
below are weighted averagesof the local UKCI scores aggregated to a regional levdlhe
weighting is based oneach locality & gopulation so that the overall average reflects the

competitivenessof a region as whole

7.1. Regional Competitveness in 2023

Overall,the general pattern of competitiveness across regions is unchanged from previous years
with London, the South East and East of England remaining well ahead of the other localities.
However, here is some evidence that this pattern might be weakening as the average
competitiveness of localities in the less competitiveegions has improved relative to the UK
average, whereas it has fallen for the more competitive regions.

Wales enjoyed the higést improvement in the average competitiveness of its localities increases
from 85.2 in 2019 to 86.7 in 2023 (+1.5 points) and both London and the South East declined
by 1.1 points over this period

TABLE7.01: AVERAGRJKCILOCALSCORE ANIRANK BYREGION(UK=100)

UKCI UKCI Rank Change 2012023
Average
. 2019 2023 Rank
Region 2019 2023 Rank Rank UKCI Cht;aynge
Locality
London 117.7 116.6 64 61 -1.1 +2.5
South East 104.2 103.1 110 111 -1.1 -0.8
East of England 96.9 96.7 154 154 -0.2 +1.0
South West 93.1 93.6 185 181 0.5 +3.9
Scotland 93.3 92.7 186 194 -0.6 -8.7
North West 92.1 92.1 200 203 0.1 2.7
West Midlands 91.0 91.9 209 199 0.9 +10.0
East Midlands 90.2 90.4 210 208 0.2 +2.1
Yorkshire and the Humber 88.0 88.9 237 233 0.9 +4.7
Wales 85.2 86.7 267 257 15 +9.7
North East 83.3 84.1 287 286 0.8 +1.6
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8.English Scottish and WelshLocal Enterprise
Partnershipand City RegionAreas

The move from local and regional responsibility for economic development to that centred around
Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEP) andore recently City Regions and combined authorities is
now a welestablished pattern in the UK. As these larger areas take on more responsibility for
economic development, we provide competitiveness figures for #le LEP areas in England and
those Scottish and Welsh City Regions that have agreeitly deals at this point in time and are
clearlydistinguishable from one another.

As well as overall UKCI index, we break down the UKCI into its componentisdizes andreport
these in subsections below. This will provide an indication of the resources available to the LEP
and City Region decision makers, and the extent to which they are generating outputs and the
benefits enjoyed by the residents.

8.1. Competitiveness of LPP and City Regions in 2023

In 2023, 12 of the 47 LEP and City Region areas hawecompetitivenessscore that is above the
UK average. This contrasts with 2019 when 15 were in this position. Londamsurprisingly is
the most competitivearea, and those inclose proximity- Thames Valley Berkshire, Enterprise M3,
Hertfordshire, Buckinghamshire Thames Valleymake up the top five places. Oxford with its

thriving university and technology sectors is in sixth.

The first LEP area that is not located within theore regions of London, South Eastr the East of
England is Cheshire and Warringtorwith its strengths in the chemicals sectorsPreviously
Aberdeen City Regionwith its focus on the North Sea oil sectorhad been one of the strongest
performing CityRegion areas, but this competitiveness has been falling over the yea@uerall,
AberdeenCity Region still has a competitivenesscore above the UK average at 102.7, but this is
a decline from 106.9 in 2019. The resultis a fall of four places in the LERankings between
2019 and 2023. Given the uncertainty surrounding the regulatory and taxation environment for
North Sea oil and gas this is likely to be part oflangerterm pattern going forwards.
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The Cardiff Capital Region has experienced the largeahking improvement climbing five places
between 2019 and 2023. The more rural Mid Wales City Region remains the least competitive
area benchmarkedin 2023 but it has improved its UKCI score by 2.9 points to 83.6. The Black
Country has also seen an improveemt of a similar size and this has allowed it to Leapfrog
Swansea Bay City Region to rank #5of 47). However, Swansea Bay City Region has also seen
an improvement in its competitiveness as has North Wales. This reinforces the picture of
improving compettiveness in Wales presented isub-sections 4.3 and 7.1.
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TABLES.01: UKCIBY ENGLISH.OCALENTERPRISPARTNERSHIAREAS ANISCOTTISH ANWWELSHCITY
REGIONJUK= 100)

Change 2019

2023
Eggg Local Enterprise Partnership Area/City Regic ;J(;;%I ;J(ﬁ(;l ZRglng UKCI ggr(\:kl
1 London 1295 1291 1 0.4 0
2 Thames Valley Berkshire 120.8 123.0 2 2.2 0
3 Enterprise M3 112.7 1159 3 -3.2 0
4 Hertfordshire 109.5 110.2 4 -0.7 0
5 Buckinghamshire Thames Valley 108.2 108.8 5 -0.6 0
6 Oxfordshire 106.3 1065 7 -0.2 +1
7 Cheshire and Warrington 104.3 1055 8 -1.3 +1
8 West of England 103.4 102.3 10 1.2 +2
9 Coast to Capital 103.3 105.0 9 -1.7 0
10  Aberdeen City Region 102.7 1069 6 -4.3 -4
11  Greater Cambridge and Greater Peterborough 100.7 1019 13 -1.2 +2
12  Coventry and Warwickshire 100.7 100.5 15 0.1 +3
13  Worcestershire 999 1019 12 -2.0 -1
14  South East Midlands 99.6 1020 11 2.4 -3
15 Gloucestershire 99.3 100.8 14 -1.5 -1
16  Edinburgh and South East Scotland City Region 98.7 99.7 16 -1.0 0
17  Swindon and Wiltshire 98.2 979 17 0.3 0
18  Greater Manchester 952 947 21 0.6 +3
19  Greater Birmingham and Solihull 951 96.7 18 -1.5 -1
20  York and North Yorkshire 945 939 24 0.6 +4
21 Leicester and Leicestershire 944 947 20 -0.3 -1
22  South East 941 948 19 -0.7 -3
23  stirling and Clackmannanshire City Region 934 940 23 -0.6 0
24  Solent 93.1 946 22 -1.6 -2
25 Dorset 929 931 25 -0.2 0
26  Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Region 923 919 27 0.3 +1
27  Leeds City Region 91.0 90.1 28 0.9 +1
28 Inverness and Highland City Region 904 929 26 -2.4 -2
29 New Anglia 90.2 88.7 31 1.4 +2
30 Cardiff City Region 89.8 87.7 35 2.1 +5
Derby, Derbyshire, Nottingham and
31 Nottir{ghamsﬁme g 89.8 888 30 1.0 -1
32  Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire 89.7 876 36 2.1 +4
33  Cumbria 894 899 29 -0.5 -4
34  The Marches 89.0 88.7 32 0.3 -2
35 Liverpool City Region 889 88.7 33 0.2 -2
36  Lancashire 878 881 34 -0.2 -2
37  Heart of the South West 878 872 37 0.5 0
38  Hull and East Riding 86.5 86.1 38 0.4 0
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TABLE8.01: CONTINUED

Change 2019

2023
Eggg Local Enterprise Partnership Area/City Regic ;J(;(Zgl ;ng%l zRglng UKCI g;?kl
39 North Wales 86.2 855 39 0.7 0
40  Sheffield City Region 85.8 847 41 1.1 +1
41  Cornwall and Isles of Scilly 858 839 43 1.8 +2
42  Greater Lincolnshire 855 848 40 0.6 -2
43  Tees Valley 85.3 84.7 42 0.6 -1
44  North East 845 836 44 0.9 0
45  Black Country 844 814 46 2.9 +1
46  Swansea Bay City Region 84.2 835 45 0.7 -1
47  Mid Wales 83.6 80.8 47 2.9 0

8.2. Input Competitiveness of LEP and City Regions in 2023

Consideringeach of the individual component indices of the UKCI in turiable 8.02 starts by
presenting the UKCI Input Index for the LEP and City Region areas. The top five positions are
dominated by the LEP areas representing London and the surrounding aredswever, vhat is

not clear is the extent ® which the knowledge resources these reflect are deployed primarily in
the LEP areas themselves or in the London LEP area. Selstion 8.3 provides some insighs into

this with regard to the outputs that are generated within the LEP and City Region areas.

Worcestershire and Abeateen City Region have both seen largéeclines in UKCI Input Index
scores between 2019 and 2023. This has led to both losing three places, sdhile they remain
some of the LEP areas with higher levels of knowledge resources they are not maintaining this
relative to the UK averageln both cases this has reflected declines in entrepreneurial activity

associated with business creation.

Other areas that have seen larger declines in UKCI Input Index @nhe South East Midlands,
Greater Birmingham and Solihulland Inverness and Highland City Regio@ther LEP and City
Regions in relatively close proximitio Birmingham and Solihullhave performed more strongly
with the Black Country in the West Midlands climbing 6 places after improving its UKCI Input
Index by 6 points between 2019 and 2023. Similarly Stokeon-Trent and Staffordshire has
experienced an improvement of 5.2 points and climbed 9 places.

Swansea Bay City Region hamproved its UKCI Input Index relative to the UK averadmit is
bottom of the rankings in 2023. This reflects improvements by other LEP areas such as North

East and Tees Valley in the North East of England and Greater Lincolnshire in the East Midlands.
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TABLE8.02: UKCIINPUTSCORES BENGLISH.OCALENTERPRISIPARTNERSHIFAREAS ANIBCOTTISH
ANDWELSHOTYREGIONJUK=100)

Change 2019

2023
UKCI UKCI UKCI Inputs
Rank . . : . Rank

2023 Local Enterprise Partnership Area/City Regi Inputs Inputs 2019 Inputs  Index

2023 2019 Index Rank
1 London 1394 138.6 1 0.8 0
2 Buckinghamshire Thames Valley 1189 120.2 6 -1.3 +4
3  Thames Valley Berkshire 116.9 1234 2 -6.5 -1
4 Hertfordshire 116.6 120.9 5 -4.3 1
5  Enterprise M3 1147 1218 4 -7.0 -1
6  Worcestershire 112.1 1222 3 -10.2 -3
7  Coastto Capital 110.0 1126 7 -2.6 0
8  Oxfordshire 108.2 109.4 9 -1.3 +1
9  West of England 104.4 1039 12 0.4 +3
10 Cheshire and Warrington 103.4 106.9 10 -34 0
11 Aberdeen City Region 100.2 109.7 8 -9.5 -3
12  Coventry and Warwickshire 100.2 99.2 16 1.0 +4
13 Gloucestershire 100.2 1025 14 -2.3 +1
14  Greater Cambridge and Greater Peterborou 100.0 103.2 13 -3.2 -1
15 South East Midlands 99.4 1057 11 -6.2 -4
16  Greater Manchester 97.6 96.1 19 1.5 +3
17  York and North Yorkshire 97.0 93.4 22 3.6 +5
18 Greater Birminghanand Solihull 96.2 101.3 15 5.1 -3
19 Swindon and Wiltshire 95.2 96.2 18 -1.1 -1
20 Leicester and Leicestershire 95.1 97.2 17 2.1 -3
21 South East 94.8 95.5 21 -0.7 0
22  Dorset 94.4 92.4 23 1.9 +1
23 Edin_burgh and South East Scotland City 92.3 95.6 20 33 3

Region
24 The Marches 89.0 88.2 26 0.9 +2
25 Leeds City Region 88.3 86.0 28 2.3 +3
26  Stokeon-Trent and Staffordshire 87.7 82.5 35 5.2 +9
27 Solent 86.7 90.4 24 -3.7 -3
28  Stirling and Clackmannanshire City Region  86.4 88.9 25 -2.5 -3
29 Dert?y, Derbyghire, Nottingham and 86.2 83.3 33 29 "
Nottinghamshire

30 Cardiff City Region 85.9 80.9 38 5.0 +8
31 Heart of the South West 85.7 83.3 32 2.4 +1
32 Liverpool City Region 85.2 84.8 30 0.4 -2
33 New Anglia 85.1 81.7 36 3.4 +3
34  Cornwalland Isles of Scilly 85.1 81.2 37 3.9 +3
35 Lancashire 84.7 83.5 31 1.2 -4
36 Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Region 84.7 86.4 27 -1.7 -9
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TABLE8.02: CONTINUED

Change 2019

2023
UKCI  UKCI UKCI Inputs
Rank . . . . Rank
2023 Local Enterprise Partnership Area/City Regi Inputs Inputs 2019 Inputs  Index
2023 2019 Index Rank
37 Sheffield City Region 83.0 80.0 39 3.0 +2
38 Mid Wales 82.8 78.1 41 4.8 +3
39 Cumbria 82.4 82.7 34 -0.3 -5
40 Inverness and Highland City Region 81.5 85.9 29 4.4 -11
41  Black Country 81.1 73.1 47 8.0 +6
42  North Wales 79.9 78.0 42 1.9 0
43  Hull and East Riding 79.4 78.3 40 1.1 -3
44  Tees Valley 78.8 78.0 43 0.9 -1
45  Greater Lincolnshire 78.3 76.8 44 1.6 -1
46  North East 77.4 75.2 46 2.2 0
47  Swansea Bay City Region 76.7 75.8 45 0.9 -2

8.3. Output Competitiveness of LEP and City Regions in 2023

London remains themost competitive LEP area in 2023 in terms of Output Competitivenedsjt
unlike the UKCI Input Index it is only slightly ahead of Thames Valley Berkshire (Table 8.03). This
might be reflective of the disparities in the London economy. Although there are sectors of the
economy associated with high value outputghere are also significant lower margin services
being provided.

Cheshire and Warrington follows Enterprise M3 asing ranked 4" of the LEP and City Region
areas in terms of UKCI Output Index. As noted previoyshis is likely to be a reflection bits
strengths in the chemicals sector in particular.

The rural Mid Wales area has seen the greatest improvement is IWKCI Output Index between
2019 and 2023, but remains well béhind the next least competitive LEP area, the Black Country.
The LEP and City Region areas with the lower rankings are a mixture of more rural areas such as
The Marches, and Cornwall and Islesf &cilly, and urban agglomerations outside the major
agglomerations of London, Birmingham, Manchester and West Yorkshire, such as Sheffield City
Region and Swansea Bay City Region.
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In the case of the former, more rural areaunderstandably lack the industies associated with
high value outputs. Some more rural localities may display relatively higher levels of
competitiveness overall by providing knowledge resources to nearby urban areHsey may also
host some of the businesses that serve the needs ddrger agglomerations without incurring the
higher costs for example congestion costs associated shortages of space or infrastructure) of
operating in the city centre. However, at the LEP level these are largemal areas that generally

cannot fulfil such a role throughout the whole area.

In the case of the latter, his may reflect less success indevelopingservice driven centres after
deindustrialisationcompared withtheir larger counterparts.These areas are less likely to become
the dominant regiona centres. For example Sheffield City Region lacks the scale of Leeds City
Region, and Swansea Bay City Region may not hold the same attraction as Cardiff Capital Region

for businesses seeking access to key decision makers in the devolved Welsh Government

UKCI 2023




TABLES.03: UKCIOUTPUTSCORES BENGLISH.OCALENTERPRISPARTNERSHIAREAS ANISCOTTISH
ANDWELSHOTYREGIONJUK=100)

Change 2019

2023
Rank Local Enterprise Partnership Area/City UKCI UKCI Rank UKCI —Outputs
2023 Region Outputs Outputs 2019 Outputs  Index
2023 2019 Index Rank

1 London 138.6 1374 1 1.2 0
2  Thames Valley Berkshire 138.0 137.1 2 0.9 0
3  Enterprise M3 1185 1195 3 -1.0 0
4  Cheshire and Warrington 1104 1111 4 -0.8 0
5  Hertfordshire 107.7 106.9 6 0.8 +1
6  Aberdeen Cityregion 1055 1079 5 -2.3 -1
7  Oxfordshire 105.3 105.2 7 0.1 0
8 Edin_burgh and South East Scotland City 1043 103.2 8 11 0

Region
9  West of England 103.6 1020 11 1.6 +2
10 Buckinghamshire Thames Valley 101.7 101.0 12 0.7 +2
11 Coventry andVarwickshire 101.3 1029 9 -1.5 -2
12 Coast to Capital 101.3 1025 10 -1.2 -2
13 Greater Cambridge and Greater 100.9 1003 16 0.7 3

Peterborough
14  Swindon and Wiltshire 99.9 1005 14 -0.6 0
15 South East Midlands 99.7 101.0 13 -1.3 -2
16  Gloucestershire 99.6 1004 15 -0.8 -1
17 Solent 93.2 93.6 18 -0.4 +1
18 Stirling and Clackmannanshire City Reg  93.1 92.2 19 0.8 +1
19 Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Region 91.8 90.9 24 1.0 +5
20 Greater Manchester 91.7 91.7 21 0.0 +1
21 Leicesteiand Leicestershire 91.0 91.9 20 -0.9 -1
22 York and North Yorkshire 90.9 91.0 23 -0.1 +1
23 Inverness and Highland City Region 90.2 93.8 17 -3.6 -6
24  Greater Birmingham and Solihull 90.1 91.2 22 -1.1 -2
25 South East 89.7 90.0 25 -0.4 0
26 Leeds CitRegion 89.4 88.5 29 0.9 +3
27 New Anglia 89.1 88.8 28 0.2 +1
28 Worcestershire 88.9 89.8 26 -0.9 -2
29 Dorset 88.1 89.2 27 -1.1 -2
30 Cumbria 87.4 88.2 30 -0.8 0
31 Dert_>y, Derbyghire, Nottingham and 873 86.9 31 04 0

Nottinghamshire
32 Cardiff CityRegion 86.7 86.4 32 0.3 0
33 Stokeon-Trent and Staffordshire 86.3 85.7 34 0.6 +1
34 Liverpool City Region 85.4 84.7 36 0.6 +2
35 Hull and East Riding 85.3 85.3 35 0.0 0
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TABLE8.03: CONTINUED

Change 2019

2023
Rank Local Enterprisartnership Area/City UKCI UKCI Rank UKCI — Outputs
2023 Region Outputs Outputs 2019 Outputs  Index
2023 2019 Index Rank
36 Lancashire 84.2 86.3 33 -2.0 -3
37 North Wales 83.8 84.0 37 -0.2 0
38 Greater Lincolnshire 83.3 83.8 39 -0.4 +1
39 Tees Valley 82.5 81.8 41 0.7 +2
40 North East 82.2 81.8 42 0.4 +2
41 Heart of the South West 82.0 83.8 38 -1.8 -3
42  The Marches 81.8 82.8 40 -1.0 -2
43 Swansea Bay City Region 80.3 80.2 43 0.1 0
44  Sheffield City Region 80.3 79.6 44 0.6 0
45 Cornwall and Isles of Scilly 78.4 79.0 45 -0.6 0
46 Black Country 78.3 77.6 46 0.7 0
47  Mid Wales 73.6 71.6 47 2.0 0

8.4. Outcome Competitiveness of LEP and City Regions in 2023

This subsection considers the extentto which LEP and City Region areas have been able to
convert the outputs generated into outcomes that benefit the residents of the areas. Table 8.04
presents the UKCI Outcome Index which captures this in 2023. Although it is no surprise to once
again see London ad Thames Valley Berkshire at the top of the rankings, the third place is taken
by Oxfordshire with its university based centre and more rural surrosnd

The highest ranked LEP or City Region area located outside the Londba,South East and East

of Enghnd is the West of EnglandWith the exception of London, this is the only LEP or City
Region in the top ten by UKCI Outcome Index that contains one of the larger urban areas such as
the Core City Regions. Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Region is the tmdy location that has a
UKCI Outcome Index score of more than 100 in 2023. This is likely to reflect the fact that many of
the high value outputs these cities generate are often produced using knowledge resources
drawn from outside the cities and LEP arsa
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Another example of thiscase is Leeds City Region whicls ranked 25t on the UKCI Input Index
and 26t on the UKCI Output Indexbut is only ranked 3% on the UKCI Outcome Index. This
means that the outcomes for some residentsare worse than that of those in the Liverpool City
Region even though it appears to possess more knowledge resources and utilise them to
generate more high value outputs.This is due to the relatively high number of deprived

neighbourhoods in Leeds.

Worcestershire has seen a drop in entrepreneurial activity (see Sgbction 8.1) but its outcomes

improved relative to the UK average Wor cestershire LEP&ds UKCI Outcc
just below the UK average performance and improved 17 places inethrankings. Its
entrepreneurial activityfell after the COVIEL9 Pandemichbut is still relatively high Thismay have

helped recoveryfrom such ashock given the role that entrepreneurship is suggested to provide in

terms of greater resilience and adjustmiat.3”

SYWi I | i ams, N. and Vorley, T. (2014) O6Economic resilience ai
Entrepreneurship and Regional Developmeng6 (3/4), 257 -281.
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