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Overall budget 
 
1. What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK Shared Prosperity 

Fund? 
The fund should be established which is at least equitable to the current ESIF 
programme and include growth in future years targeted to reduce geographical 
disparities in growth. All of which require increases for inflation.  

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

long? 
Yes, the allocations should be for at least 7 years and must be ready to commence 
before the current EU funding programme ends. This would support the planning and 
success of more medium-term projects and programmes and ensure the allocations are 
not linked to CSR or parliamentary terms. 

 

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? 

No, the Shared Prosperity Fund should be separate from other UK funds and must focus 

on improving the most deprived parts of the country. Should any other funds be rolled-in 

these should be in addition, not in place of ESIF. 

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

nations of the UK? 
Each nation should receive at least as much funding as it does under the current ESIF 
programme and be calculated on the basis of needs. 

 
5. Would rolling forward the existing shares going to England, Scotland, Wales and 

Northern Ireland be a sensible way forward? 
Yes, but only in the short-to-medium term. This will make it quicker to introduce the 

Shared Prosperity Fund and reduce the risk of a gap between the existing and new 

arrangements. However, the areas of responsibility for the devolved administrations will 

have achieved different rates of progress and impact since the current programme 

began so a needs-based formula based on latest reliable data would be preferable and 

also future proof if refreshed before each new programme.   

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

matter? 

Yes, it should form part of the Government’s devolution programme. 
 

  



7. In England, should the funding to local areas be allocated by an appropriate 
formula, and if so what are the best statistical measures? 
 
Yes, it should be based on a range of criteria with consideration of some of the strategic 
measures currently utilised in establishing less developed and transitional areas. 
 
Weighting should be given to current local GDP as a % of national GDP to identify lower 
performing economies. Also measures such as unemployment, business resilience, GVA 
per head, and transport expenditure per head of population should be added. 
 

8. Is there any role for competitive bidding between areas for funding? 
No, the fund must be primarily needs-based focused on supporting areas that perform 

poorly across a number of socio-economic measures.  

 

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

Yes, LEPs best represent functional geographies and should be the responsible for 

administering allocations. 

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

remain the primary objectives of the new Fund? 
Yes, but perhaps with the objective expressed as achieving a re-balanced economy (as 
opposed to ‘convergence’, which is an EU objective). 

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

supported? 
Yes, the fund must support a broad-range of activities that underpin growth with flexibility 
for local areas to determine their own priority programmes in line with the activities that 
underpin those economies. 
 

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? 
In the longer-term no; each activity should make its own case to meet an identified need 
within a locally agreed programme. However, in order to ensure a smooth transition 
between current and future programmes, in the short-term, it may be sensible to 
continue some of the most successful elements of the current ESIF programme. 

 
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? 
Yes, but these must allow local flexibility and keep guidance to a minimum. 

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

guidelines? 
The devolved administrations should have the same involvement as England but, in the 
short-term, the focus must be on smooth transition and continuity of support from ESIF to 
Shared Prosperity Fund. 
 

  



15. How should the impact and desired outcomes of the Fund be defined and 
measured? 
Improvements to socio-economic conditions and convergence with regional and national 
performance across a narrow range of measures. 
 

16. How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheap to administer, low in 
bureaucracy” best be delivered? 
This could be delivered by devolving programme management to LEPs and their 
partners, with clear outcomes and minimal guidance  
  

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

Local authority’s areas already support much of the programme activities and operational 

delivery of LEP programmes. This role should continue as well as more accountability for 

projects in their localities. 

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

Projects and other activities should provide minimal key performance updates to LEPs 
against agreed measures. Measures should be both reliable and valid and able to 
demonstrate a fit against the strategic objectives of the project and the programme. 
 
Evaluation should be at both project and programme level and ongoing throughout the 
life of any activity. 


