
UK Shared Prosperity Fund – Written submission to the APPG on Post-Brexit Funding from Centre 
for Cities 
 
Overall budget 
 

 What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK Shared Prosperity Fund? 
 
The starting point should be continuity with the existing budget, including match funding. Going 
forward, the budget in future rounds should respond to how effective interventions made to deliver 
the fund’s objectives have been.  
 

 Should there be multi-annual financial allocation, and if so for how long? 
 
Yes. We recommend a seven- to 10-year funding allocation to places so they have greater certainty 
and to allow for a greater number of smaller investments to be made if local areas wish to do so. 
Reviews should be built in to this period so that Government can monitor effectiveness. 
 

 Would it be appropriate to roll in other budget lines (e.g. Local Growth Fun in England) 
into the UK Shared Prosperity Fund? 

 
Yes. The Local Growth Fund should be rolled into the fund allocation for England. 
 
Allocation across the country 
 

 How should the UK Shared Prosperity Fund be divided up between the four nations of the 
UK? 
 

More funding should go to places that have low productivity and low skills levels. The fund should be 
shared out between the constituent parts of the UK depending on their variance from the UK 
average for productivity (e.g. measured by GVA per worker) and skills levels (e.g. measured by the 
proportion of the workforce with no or low qualifications). 

 

 Would rolling forward existing shares going to England, Scotland, Wales and Northern 
Ireland be a sensible way forward? 

 
The fund should be focused on increasing productivity and increasing participation in the economy 
so it should be allocated using metrics that reflect those objectives. 
 

 Should the allocations within the devolved nations be an entirely devolved matter? 
 
Yes. The devolved governments should design their allocation to maximise the potential impact on 
productivity and skills, which should mean devolving the funds to a lower functional economic 
geography where policy interventions to deliver the fund’s objectives can be more effectively 
designed and delivered.  
 

 In England, should the funding to local areas be allocated by an appropriate formula, and if 
so what are the best statistical measures? 

 
Within England, the allocation formula should use the same metrics as the allocation between the 
constituent parts of the UK: productivity and skills. The formula should also reflect governance 
models that provide greater public and political accountability by applying a multiplier of 50 per cent 



for Mayoral Combined Authorities and 20 per cent for Combined Authorities. The Government’s 
devolution framework should provide a pathway for all parts of the country to develop accountable 
governance models to receive this multiplier.  
 

 Is there any role for competitive bidding between areas for funding? 
 
All the funding should be allocated by formula.  
 

 In England, should sub-regions (e.g. LEP areas, combined authorities) be the basis for 
financial allocations, as with EU finding at present? 

 
Allocations should be to Mayoral Combined Authorities and Combined Authorities and, where these 
are not in place, to Local Enterprise Partnerships. 
 
Activities to be supported 
 

 As with present-day EU funding, should economic development and convergences remain 
the primary objectives of the new Fund? 

 
The fund’s objective should be to improve the productivity of places and to increase participation – 
and a more inclusive economy – by raising skills levels so that more people can get better-paid, 
higher-skilled jobs. 
 

 Are there activities beyond the scope of present-day EU funding that should be supported? 
 
Places should be free to fund any interventions they consider will increase productivity and/or 
people’s skills levels in line with the priorities they identify in their Local Industrial Strategies. This 
should be done with reference to evidence of effectiveness, such as that collected by the What 
Works Centre for Local Economic Growth (in which Centre for Cities is a partner). 
 
If places wish to innovate where evidence for effective policies is unclear, they should provide a 
justification for why they believe an intervention will improve productivity and/or skills levels and 
then collect evidence of whether that has been the case. 
 
The What Works Centre has published a 10-point guide for places developing their Local Industrial 
Strategies, encouraging them to understand how their economies are evolving, to target policy 
responses, the draw on independent expertise and to look at supply and demand factors as well as 
making sure interventions do not distort local markets. 
 

 Should there be guarantees that specific activities supported at present by EU funding (e.g. 
ESF support for training) will continue to receive funding? 

 
If those specific activities fit with the priorities of the Local Industrial Strategy and are effective in 
increasing productivity and/or skills levels, it would make sense for places to continue them.  
 
Management 
 

 As a UK fund, should the UK government set the broad guidelines for the priorities to be 
supported by the Shared Prosperity Fund? 

 

http://www.whatworksgrowth.org/public/files/18-06-21_Designing_Effective_Local_Industrial_Strategies.pdf
http://www.whatworksgrowth.org/public/files/18-06-21_Designing_Effective_Local_Industrial_Strategies.pdf


Productivity and low skills levels are an issue across the UK so the UK Government should set the 
objectives of the fund for the whole of the UK. It should not specify the design and delivery of 
interventions anywhere. 
 

 What role should the devolved administrations play in setting the broad guidelines? 
 
The devolved administrations’ approach should reflect that interventions to increase productivity 
and skills levels are best designed and delivered by cities and other sub-regional geographies that 
are closer to the functional economic geography of places. 
 

 How should the impact and desired outcomes of the Fund be defined and measured? 
 
Impact at the end of the multi-year funding period should be defined as an absolute increase above 
trend in productivity and/or an increase in skills levels, measured by a rolling three-year average of 
the two metrics used in the allocation formula.  
 

 How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheaper to administer, low in bureaucracy” 
best be delivered? 

 
Government, including the devolved administrations, should recognise that policies to achieve the 
fund’s objectives are most effective designed and delivered at a lower level – ideally at a level that 
reflects a functional economic geography. It should not dedicate resources to second guess places or 
assess their proposed interventions, while local bodies can avoid putting resources into bidding for 
competition fund they are unlikely to win. Instead, the Government should: 

 Set the overarching objectives and allocating funding using the formula rather than place by 
place or even scheme by scheme  

 In England, agree places’ Local Industrial Strategies (all places should have them by 2020) 

 Review the information provided by places at set intervals during the funding period to 
make sure places are allocating the fund in line with evidence of effectiveness 

 Assess the effectiveness of the overall fund to inform its future allocation / budget for the 
following seven- to 10-year funding period 

 

 Where should local authorities fit into the management of the new Fund? 
 
As part of their Combined Authority or LEP. Where Metro Mayors exist, they should have direct 
authority over the fund, according to existing Combined Authority governance arrangements.  
 

 How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated? 
 
Places should allocate their funding to interventions that are in line with the priorities in their agreed 
Local Industrial Strategy. These interventions should be determined based on evidence that they will 
increase productivity and/or skills levels, such as that collected by the What Works Centre for Local 
Economic Growth. Places should be able to innovate where there is no evidence available but they 
should justify why they believe that a proposed intervention will work. 
 
In either case, places should plan for and collect evidence for the impact of the intervention on the 
fund’s objectives, in relation to the two metrics used in the allocation formula. This information 
should be provided to Government at set intervals during the funding period (e.g. every three years) 
but places will also want to use this evidence as they collect it to manage their funding decisions so 
that they can stop or improve interventions failing to meet expectations.  
 



-ENDS- 


