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ABSTRACT
London is a dynamic global city, yet the most ré¢epen’ public geodemographic classification is

Vickers and Rees’ Output Area Classification of P@®nsus data. In London the population
allocation between the classification’s seven SgipeIps is uneven: 77% of areas are assigned to just
two groups. This paper describes preparationh®f011 Output Area Classification, that will
address this problem, and which may accommodateaerhupdating through use of government
open data. The methodology will also allow regiceradl bespoke geodemographic classifications to
be created, based on the same methodological asre®fhe national classification.
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1. Introduction

It is intended that the Office for National Statist(ONS) sponsored 2011 Output Area Classification
(2011 OAC) will provide a new open-source geoderaplgic classification of the United Kingdom.
Defined as “small area classifications that prosddmmary indicators of the social, economic and
demographic characteristics of neighbourhoods” gibt. al. 2010) geodemographic classifications
have been widely used both in the commercial amdipsectors for strategic resource planning and
allocation, along with tactical marketing (Sheltnal. 2006). The data used to create
geodemographic classifications are traditionallsnael from national Census of the Population data;
although they can also be obtained from a rangghafr sources, such as commercial surveys
(Experian 2010) or freely available public datae 4911 OAC methodology is currently under
construction and will be applied to small area diaden the 2011 Census of Population in the United
Kingdom when they become available in late-2012 $3011a). There is also the possibility that the
classification will be augmented with open datarces.

2. The 2001 Output Area Classification

Creating the 2011 OAC requires an understandirigpaf the current classification using, at present,
the most up-to-date Census data from 2001 — th& @@@put Area Classification (2001 OAC) —
functions. The 2001 OAC (Vickers and Rees 2007passach of the Output Areas (OAs) of United
Kingdom to one of seven Supergroups, 21 Group$arslubgroups in a three tiered hierarchical
classification (Vickert. al. 2005). Each group in each tier has a unique sooi@amic composition;
the names and descriptions of each group reflectThe specification and estimation of the 2001
OAC is of fundamental importance when accessing &ioynew classification might be devised and
implemented. London is a global city (Sassen 20@1igh has a different make-up to anywhere else
in the United Kingdom (CACI 2009). It provides aoglostarting point to investigate a range of
classification issues, and identify problems thaghhbe addressed using a new classification
methodology. London's economic, political, cultwad infrastructural characteristics set it apart
from the rest of the United Kingdom and to a laegtent the rest of the world. Peterseral. (2010)



described London as having a “special settlemeist within the United Kingdom. Despite this
well documented unigueness, London is brought begetith the rest of the United Kingdom in a
multitude of geodemographic classifications. Thiadeed to create the 2001 OAC is over a decade
old, and it is important that the 2011 OAC methodglnot only provides a newer classification of
the United Kingdom, but also accommodates the amigsocial, economic and demographic
structure that have characterised the most reottéensal period.

3. London and the 2001 Output Area Classification

Examining the assignments of the seven Supergmwitps London gives a good indicator as to how
useful and representative the deployment of a driKiegdom national classification in London can
be. The United Kingdom has 223,060 OAs coveringyesgquare mile of the total land mass. London
accounts for 24,140 of these, 10.8% of the totahld 1 shows the assignments of the seven
Supergroups of OAC across the United Kingdom (it without London) and London.

Supergroup Name/

Geographical Boundary

United Kingdom

United Kingdom
without London

London

Blue Collar Communities

16.1% (35837)

17.7% (35231)

2.5% (606)

City Living

7.5% (16637)

5.8% (11463)

21.4% (5174)

Countryside

12.4% (27681)

13.9% (27660)

0.1% (21)

Prospering Suburbs

21.2% (47250)

22.9% (45468)

7.4% (1782)

Constrained by Circumstances

14.9% (33165)

16.4% (32573)

2.5% (592)

Typical Traits

18.3% (40769)

19.3% (38339)

10.1% (2430)

Multicultural

9.7% (21721)

4.1% (8186)

56.1% (13535)

Table 1: OAC Supergroup percentages (counts in brackets)

Table 1 identifies the high proportion of OAs infdon classed as Multicultural, over 56% of the
total. This Supergroup is so dominant in Londoat tinly 37.7% (8186) of the total OAs designated
Multicultural are found elsewhere in the United g@om. Figure 1 displays the uneven distributions
in cluster assignment in London when comparedddhited Kingdom, with and without London,
data sets. At a national level (either with or withLondon included) the distribution of the cluste
assignments is more uniform, resulting in the simeolines seen in Figure 1. This is an indicatibn o
the potential inadequacies of a national clasdiiossuch as the 2001 OAC at representing the
diversity of neighbourhood circumstances that attaregse London.

This problem is caused by the diverse charactesisti London being accommodated within a single
national classification; in important respects theted Kingdom is set apart from the prevailing
characteristics of its capital city. The numerigiae of the Multicultural Supergroup attests t@ thi
fact, while the cluster profiles of Vickees al. (2005) identifies the average numbers of indivisua
described as ‘Indian, Pakistani and BangladedBigck’ and ‘Born Outside UK’ as key to defining
this Supergroup. In a sense we can think of Loradohandcuffed to the rest of the United Kingdom
in the quest to devise a ‘one size fits all’ clasation, a decision that has hindered the effectess

of the 2001 OAC. Undoubtedly the 2011 OAC will néedbe a national classification that includes
London within it, but it is desirable to address ttominance of the multicultural category seen in
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Figure 1. OAC Supergroup cumulative percentages for the United Kingdom
(with and without London) and London

London with the 2001 OAC. The London Output AreasSification (LOAC) created by Petersan

al. (2010) identifies one logical response, to creategional classification to co-exist alongside a
national classification. LOAC, which combines a Hon only dataset with the 2001 OAC
methodology, promotes the concept of creating batfonal and regional classifications using an
identical methodological approach. This suggesisitie methodology used to create the 2011 OAC
should therefore be able to accommodate regioaasifications from the start. In essence the
creation of a national 2011 OAC, similar to the P@AC, is just the beginning of the process rather
than the end as regional and other bespoke clztsifns can then follow.

4. Change since the 2001 Census

Indicators of the changes that have taken plagesathe United Kingdom since 2001 can be devised
in order to evaluate the changes that might bealdsiin the 2011 OAC. Some (Sleight 2004) have
suggested this change does not matter as certsin aill always be dominated by certain types of
people and as people move out similar people muoveoingleyet. al. (2011), by creating a regional
geography of Britain using surnames, agree paytigth Sleight's assessment. They found that a
large proportion of the British population has rémed settled for at least the past 600 years \mi¢h t
possible exception of urban conurbations, suchoasian. Since 2001 London has undergone large
population changes, increasing in population siz8.th percent from 2001 to 2010 (ONS 2011b).
Figure 2 — using unpublished mid-2010 OA populatstimates — displays the change in population
per OA between 2001 and 2010, with each OA haisgize modified to represent the population
count for each in 2010 to give a better indicatorhow densely populated inner London is compared
to outer London. Clearly change has happened tddws population structure, not only in the
increase in the total population but how many pedige in each OA.



Produced by Chris Gale.

UCL Department ot Geography.

Office for National Statistics, 2001 Census. © Crown Copyright.
Office for National Statistics,

Unpublished Mid-2010 Population Estimates. © Crown Copyright.
Ordnance Survey, Boundary Data 2003. ©@ Crown Copyright.
River Thames © OpenStreetMap, CC-BY-SA.

Output Area
Percentage Change

I -100.00 - -26.43
] -26.42 - -5.79
-5.78 - 0.00
[0 0.01 -23.43
I 23.44 - 46.72
I 46.73 - 86.46
I 86.47 - 158.26
I 15827 - 294.44

— — g S [ 294.45 - 611.30
Kilometers B 611.31 - 1228.86

Figure 2: London Population Change 2001 to 2010 Cartogram

It is reasonable to assume that the dramatic clsangbe population sizes of London
neighbourhoods have been accompanied by changjes ather characteristics captured by the 2001
OAC. Given the magnitude of local changes in size,also reasonable to anticipate changes in
population composition as well, and to envisage ttia will manifest in a geodemographic
classification. Geodemographic classification isrdrerently dynamic procedure, as acknowledged in
the changing group compositions over time of conwméclassifications. In practice the nature of
these changes may require a regional rather tinati@nal classification to accommodate these
changes, and this is one consideration to beairid mhen re-engineering the 2001 OAC for 2011
Census data.

5. Conclusion

The results of a consultation exercise carriedroldte 2011 confirm that there is a clear needHer
2011 OAC. This need comes from the desire to hawgpdated version — albeit using a different
methodology — of the 2001 OAC to cater for the obsg changes seen in the population during the
last decade. An additional consideration is thdifad¢o create regional and bespoke classification
particularly in the light of evidence of London’sry distinctive geodemographic structure. The view
of Petersemt. al. (2010) that London has a “special settlement statithin the United Kingdom led

to the release of LOAC using the same Vickers amgsRnethodology, although it can be argued that
this was not the best strategy for designing am gperce geodemographic classification for London.
These issues can be addressed more strategicdiy2011 OAC has a clear release strategy, and a
flexible open reproducible methodology that alldassthe creation of regional classifications. These



issues need to be addressed at the planning s&gde,decisions regarding all potential outputs, as
this will influence the design of the classificatiand therefore the overall effectiveness of thEe120
OAC as a tool. This will allow the 2011 OAC to lwhdn the success of the 2001 OAC while
accommodating the changes in regional and natmollation structure that have taken place since
2001.
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