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Cornwall and Isles of Scilly LEP submission in response to call for written submissions from 
stakeholders July 2018 
 
Overall budget 
 
1. What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK Shared Prosperity Fund? 

 The SPF must honour the government’s commitment that “no area will be worse off as a 
result of Brexit”. The funding to replace ERDF, ESF and the socio-economic elements of 
EAFRD and EMFF should at least equal what would have been allocated from future 
European Structural and Investment Fund (ESIF), Rural Development and Fisheries 
programmes. For 2014-20, the UK was allocated €17.2bn in total from these funds.1 

 As a Less Developed region we estimate that ESIF funds would’ve been worth 
approximately £600 million for Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly (CIoS) in the 2021 to 2027 
period, recognising that the CIoS economy has not sufficiently caught up with the rest of 
the UK. Higher per capita funding is essential to continue our journey, and rebalance the 
UK economy. 

 Current EU support is in addition to funding from national economic growth programmes 
(e.g. Growth Deal, Local Growth Fund, Coastal Communities). These also need to be taken 
into account when setting local budgets.  
 

2. Should there be a multi-annual financial allocation, and if so why and for how long? 

 The SPF should operate over a minimum period of 7 years, with a further 3 years for 
project completion, independent of political cycles. It is also important that the programme 
aligns with the investment programme periods set out in Local Industrial Strategies. This 
would mean: 
o Greater private sector confidence and longer-term investment approaches. 
o Those responsible for programming and projects have the certainty to make long-term 

strategic decisions and plan ambitious projects. 
o Sufficient time is available to address the long-term, structural drivers of deprivation 

and poor economic performance, and to realise the benefits of well targeted 
interventions. 

o Less upheaval, delays and loss of confidence that often accompanies short term 
delivery and changes in government.  
 

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

 The overarching aim of the SPF must be to rebalance the UK economy. Within this remit, 
the CIoS LEP would support the addition of other funding streams if: 

                                                 
1 2018, House of Commons Library, Brexit: UK Funding from the EU, 
https://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7847  
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o The combined programme budget is not reduced and the principle of a single 
integrated application process is maintained allowing multiple fund types (capital, 
business support, skills, inclusion) to be accessible through a single project application.  

o The scope/purpose of these “rolled in” funds is not lost within the delivery framework.   
o The fund is integrated to prevent silos and combines delivery streams at business/place 

level. 

 Historically funds like the Local Growth Fund and Coastal Communities have been used to 
match fund ESIF projects. This would not be possible if they are rolled into the SPF. Match 
funding requirements therefore need to be flexible, allowing some projects to receive 
100% funding while other, more commercial ones could receive a lower rate. 

 
Allocation across the country 
 
4. How should the UK Shared Prosperity Fund be divided up between the four nations of the 

UK? 

 The distribution of funds between the UK’s nations should be done in a way that fulfils the 
Government’s commitment that “no area will be worse off as a result of Brexit”. 
 

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

 Continuing existing funding shares would provide continuity and mitigate potential delays 
to implementation, which could result from negotiations between the administrations. 

 The SPF should also include provisions for cooperation across the UK to maximise its 
impact and promote shared learning. The CIoS LEP area has worked collaboratively with 
Wales and other areas on initiatives like marine energy. Similarly, there should be scope to 
use the SPF to support participation in EU co-operation programmes (e.g. INTERREG or 
Horizon Europe) as a “third country” where participation helps to deliver the overall SPF 
objectives. 
 

6. Should the allocations within the devolved nations be an entirely devolved matter? 

 The Shared Prosperity Fund should support local area decision making, within the overall 
objectives of the Shared Prosperity Fund. 
 

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

 Funding should be allocated on the basis of each area’s economic performance, using a 
sliding scale of per capita allocation and in a way that fulfils the Government’s commitment 
that “no area will be worse off as a result of Brexit”. 

 Allocations should be based on GDP per capita, with a longer term view to develop and test 
an allocation methodology which includes more inclusive measures. This would be closely 
linked with the programme’s outcome measures. The table below shows the approximate 
per capita funding for UK regions in the 2014-20 ESIF programme.2 
 

Area type GDP as a % of the EU average 
Average per capita 
allocation *  

                                                 
2 2014, BIS, EU Structural Funds Allocations in the UK for the Period 2014-2020 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/307562/bis-14-773-eu-
structural-funds-uk-allocations-2014-to-2020-equality-impact.pdf   

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/307562/bis-14-773-eu-structural-funds-uk-allocations-2014-to-2020-equality-impact.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/307562/bis-14-773-eu-structural-funds-uk-allocations-2014-to-2020-equality-impact.pdf
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Less Developed < 75 % £ 879  

Transition 75 % - 90 % £ 167 

More Developed > 90 % £ 95 

 * Actual allocations are set in €, but using the current ERDF exchange rate of £1 = €0.9 this 
equates to the stated sterling value. 

 
8. Is there any role for competitive bidding between areas for funding? 

 The SPF should not be a competitive programme, as this would not support its overarching 
objective of rebalancing the economy.  

 Use of a competitive allocation would mean funding is concentrated in more affluent, 
urban areas that can deliver the best value for money in terms of outputs and outcomes. 
This scenario would limit the impact on areas outside of city regions, which often lack the 
critical mass required for national competitions.  
 

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

 LEP areas are the most appropriate geography for allocating the SPF in England. Changes 
may be required in some areas, but well-functioning geographies such as CIoS should be 
retained in line with the 2018 LEP review, ensuring that LEP boundaries reflect functional 
economic areas.3 
o CIoS is an effective and functional economic area, whose population primarily lives and 

works locally. It is also coterminous with local authority boundaries. 
o The CIoS (NUTS 2) designation for statistical and delivery purposes (Integrated 

Territorial Investment Strategy) has resulted in impactful EU funded projects, which are 
tailored to local needs and opportunities, whilst delivering against a national 
framework. 

o Our experience clearly demonstrates that CIoS is the right footprint to capture regional 
disparities, and is also big enough for strategic planning. 

o Combining CIoS with other parts of the South West has not previously resulted in 
positive economic outcomes, due to structural differences between the local 
economies and the lack of control over the projects and programmes delivered. 

 
Activities to be supported 
 
10. As with present-day EU funding, should economic development and convergence remain 

the primary objectives of the new Fund? 

 The overall policy purpose of the SPF must be to “rebalance the UK economy”, not just to 
increase growth in the best performing areas. Addressing inequality and unlocking each 
area’s full productivity potential not only benefits social cohesion, but also the UK’s long 
term prosperity.  

 The fundamental principle of levelling-up those regions that are currently lagging behind 
should become a binding and shared mission that is clearly articulated in the operational 
plans for the SPF. This would transform what is currently a “set of words” used in 
relation to the SPF, into a binding and actionable principle.  

                                                 
3 2018, MHCLG, Strengthened Local Enterprise Partnerships, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/strengthened-
local-enterprise-partnerships  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/strengthened-local-enterprise-partnerships
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/strengthened-local-enterprise-partnerships
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 This clarity of purpose will provide a period of policy stability in the midst of significant 
change, and if cross party support can be secured, it will give all parts of the UK certainty 
that current and future governments will work to achieve socio-economic balance. 
Without it there is a fundamental risk that the SPF will be ineffectual and subject to the 
upheaval of electoral cycles and government reorganisation. 
 

11. Are there activities beyond the scope of present-day EU funding that should be supported? 

 The overall scope of EU funding programmes excludes support for certain industries and 
business types (e.g. ship building and companies with over 250 FTEs). These restrictions 
should be removed under the SPF, and decisions on how the funds are used and 
accessed, should be delegated to LEP areas, which are best placed to assess the 
contribution of particular investments to the Local Industrial Strategy and overall 
economic performance.   

 To ensure that larger companies/investments do not receive an unfair share of the funds, 
instruments such as flexible grant rates should be applied (i.e. lower rates for larger 
companies than for micro businesses). Specific targets should also be implemented to 
engage and support small, micro and medium sized businesses.   

 The SPF should also provide the flexibility to design and implement innovative projects, 
and support the following types of activity: 
o Smaller grants of less than £500K. This would capture high value for money 

opportunities where smaller interventions can lead to significant outcomes.  
o Simplified eligibility criteria as part of an outcomes based programme, particularly for 

small and micro businesses. 
o A flexible process for setting up loans and micro-finance instruments alongside 

grants, to strengthen the sustainability of funding. 
o Funding “advances” to assist with cash flowing projects where necessary.   
o Holistic support packages combining capital (ERDF) and skills (ESF) investment. 
o Programmes which engage with young people under the age of 16, to tackle the 

factors underlying underemployment and skills shortages.  
o Flexible skills training, allowing individuals who may already have an NVQ to 

undertake training that is more relevant to their employment or future career 
aspirations.  

o Projects engaging with larger employers, for a greater impact on productivity and 
growth. 
 

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

 Activity should be developed and selected at local area level, within the overall 
programme objectives of economic growth and convergence and Local Industrial 
Strategies. Specific performance measures can be included to enable the social inclusion 
work currently funded by ESF, reflecting the need for capital and revenue funding 
(training & business support). 

 At national level, there should be ring-fenced funding for economic inclusion and rural 
focussed delivery, bottom-up community level programming, and programme 
management and strategic oversight in local areas (known as Technical Assistance in EU 
programmes). 

 Community Led Local Development (CLLD) and rural development (LEADER) programmes 
have built strength and resilience into communities with activities designed in a 
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“bottom-up”, rather than externally imposed way. This should be a central part of the 
SPF, perhaps with a threshold of 10% set at the national level, giving local areas the 
choice to participate, as is the case with LEADER and CLLD.  

 
Management 
 
13. As a UK fund, should the UK government set the broad guidelines for the priorities to be 

supported by the Shared Prosperity Fund? 

 The UK Government should set out the broad framework for the programme, based on 
the principal outcomes of inclusive growth and productivity. Decisions on how to achieve 
these outcomes should be left to local partners, creating a shared and binding mission 
that is nationally driven but locally designed and implemented. 
 

14. What role should the devolved administrations play in setting the broad guidelines? 

 We expect the UK government to consult on any future changes to the Industrial 
Strategy which is the broad framework for the delivery of SPF. Decisions on local delivery 
within this framework should be a devolved matter as part of economic policy. 

 
15. How should the impact and desired outcomes of the Fund be defined and measured? 

 It is vital that the SPF takes account of the lessons from EU funding programmes, 
particularly the need to focus on holistic outcomes rather than narrow outputs. This 
should prevent the development of projects which fit the outputs permitted within the 
funding scope, but fail to deliver meaningful outcomes. The potential negative 
consequences of particular interventions should also be captured. For example: 
o Under current programmes a project may count X jobs created as an output, but this 

does not indicate the quality of the jobs, who has been employed, their career 
progression or the effect on their quality of life.  

o The completion of 12 hours of business support does not necessarily mean that that 
business will grow or become more productive as a result.  

 It is important that the long term economic, social and environmental impact of the 
programme in specific areas is evaluated.  

 The programme should make funding available for research and evaluation at project 
level, to secure community buy-in and ownership, and communicate the impact. 

 A set of meaningful and comparable outcome indicators should be developed. 
 

16. How can the promise that the fund will be “cheap to administer, low in bureaucracy” best 
be delivered? 

 Current EU funding programmes are labyrinthine, complex and expensive to operate and 
the SPF is a welcome opportunity to simplify regional development funding. CIoS’ 
experience of the successive EU programmes points to the need for consistent rules, 
proportionality and flexibility for local areas. The greatest scope for simplification lies in 
ensuring that there is one consistent set of rules and regulations. At the moment the 
implementation of rules and regulations for ERDF, ESF, EARDF and EMFF diverge 
significantly, creating confusion and unnecessary bureaucracy. 

 Proportionality will make programmes more agile. Ensuring that the application of rules 
is proportional and flexible will unlock time and effort that is currently diverted to 
unproductive box ticking. Rules and requirements should flex to reflect different size of 
projects and should reward a good track-record with a lighter compliance regime. This 
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will also allow Managing Authorities to focus resources on areas or programmes that are 
underperforming.  

 Giving local areas flexibility to address needs is not only more effective, but also cheaper. 
The detailed knowledge about the strengths and weaknesses of a local economy is held 
at a local level and therefore interventions that are determined locally are also more 
effective. Shifting the decision-making about what interventions are most appropriate at 
a local level will reduce the need for unnecessary bureaucracy both nationally and 
locally. 
 

17. Where should local authorities fit into the management of the new Fund? 

 Strategic authorities should have a significant role in the management of a Shared 
Prosperity Fund that is allocated on the basis of LEP areas. Their role should support LEPs 
when approving funding calls and making decisions on project proposals.  
 

18. How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated? 

 The impact of economic development interventions is often realised over the long term. 
Outputs are useful for measuring progress, but the long term outcomes of the funded 
activity should form the most important part of the performance framework and should 
endeavour to collect information on and analyse impact of investments long past project 
completion.  Impact evaluations should be carried out to assess long term programme 
outcomes, while shorter term outcome measures should be used to monitor individual 
projects. 

 Monitoring should form a key part of every project with baselines set from the outset in 
order to measure the change over time. Monitoring and evidence requirements should 
be proportionate to the value of the funds invested in the project or intervention. 

 
 


