
APPG on Post-Brexit Funding for Nations, Regions and Local Areas  
 

Response from the Greater London Authority 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Overall budget 
 
1. What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK Shared 

Prosperity Fund? 
At least the annual budget of existing EU programmes plus the annual budget of 
any further existing domestic funding programmes that are included in UKSPF’s 
scope.  

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

how long? 
Their seven-year length is a helpful aspect of existing EU programmes; the more 
certainty the better. 

 
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? 
It’s a possibility – see point 1 above. 

 
 

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

nations of the UK? 
Guaranteeing at least existing allocations would seem a suitable starting point 

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

Wales and Northern Ireland be a sensible way forward? 
Yes, see above. 

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

matter? 
Yes. 

 
7. In England, should the funding to local areas be allocated by an 

appropriate formula, and if so what are the best statistical measures? 
The quantum is more important than the formula, but the index of multiple 
deprivation is a good proxy for distribution. Cruder measures – such as regional 
GVA - do not pick up the extreme variations of deprivation between neighbouring 
(or the same) wards that is characteristic of London. 
 

8. Is there any role for competitive bidding between areas for funding? 
No, this would be an unwelcome return to ‘Whitehall knows best’.  

 
9. In England, should sub-regions (e.g. LEP areas, combined authorities) be 

the basis for financial allocations, as with EU funding at present? 
Either LEP areas and/or combined authorities are possibilities. London is both a 
region and LEP area. 

 



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

convergence remain the primary objectives of the new Fund? 
11. Are there activities beyond the scope of present-day EU funding that 

should be supported? 
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? 
The precise language used is not important, but the new funds should continue 
to support the same economic development, employment and skills activity of 
existing EU programmes; be it grant, equity or loan support. ESF activity is 
particularly important in London – in contrast to most other English LEP areas, it 
constitutes three quarters of our current EU programmes. 

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

guidelines? 
Not a problem in principle for government and devolved administrations to set 
such guidelines, as long as they are suitably broad. 

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

measured? 
Outputs and outcomes relating to existing programmes are already well-
established. 
 

16. How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheap to administer, low in 
bureaucracy” best be delivered? 
EU programmes have excessive levels of bureaucracy (‘certifying authorities, 
audit authorities, Article 125 pre and post-expenditure certification and 
authorisation, exhaustive checks of procurement activity etc). These can be 
largely eliminated and brought into line with the more proportionate requirements 
typically found in domestic programmes. 

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

Local authorities are both significant stakeholders (co-designers) and 
beneficiaries of existing EU programmes; and this should continue. 
 

18. How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated? 
There is plenty of good practice from existing domestic and EU programmes 
here, plus the opportunity noted above to remove excessive bureaucracy. 
 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
For further information please contact Sarah Gibson, Head of Government and EU 

Relations, Mayor’s Office 0207 983 4231 or at sarah.gibson@london.gov.uk 


