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ALL-PARTY PARLIAMENTARY GROUP ON POST-BREXIT FUNDING FOR 
NATIONS, REGIONS AND LOCAL AREAS 

 
Call for written submissions from stakeholders 
 
Please see below submission from Neath Port Talbot CBC: 
 
Questions on which submissions are invited 
 
Overall budget 
 
1. What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK Shared 
Prosperity Fund? 
 
We would propose that this should be a similar level to the current European 
Structural and Investment Funds allocation taking into account inflation. This is in 
line with the 2017 Conservative manifesto, which proposed that the UK Shared 
Prosperity Fund would replace EU funding.  
 
2. Should there be a multi-annual financial allocation, and if so why and for how 
long? 
 
Multi-annual financial allocation with target milestones would allow for longer term 
more strategic planning with improved outputs, outcomes and impact for the UK. The 
current European Structural and Investment Funds programmes have a 7 year 
financial allocation, with an additional 3 years in which to spend the committed 
funding.  
 
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? 
 
A clear demarcation for the UK Shared Prosperity Fund budget line would ensure 
that the funding is targeted at priority areas and would add value to existing budget 
lines.  
 
Allocation across the country 
 
4. How should the UK Shared Prosperity Fund be divided up between the four 
nations of the UK? 
 
Any allocation of funding needs to respect devolved administrations and associated 
economic development strategies.  European funding was allocated to Wales based 
on need, and a needs analysis needs to be one of the criteria used to calculate 
regional funding allocations. EU regional policy aims to improve the economic 
wellbeing of regions and funding levels are prioritised to regions with lower than 
average levels of prosperity / GVA.  
 
5. Would rolling forward the existing shares going to England, Scotland, Wales 
and Northern Ireland be a sensible way forward? 
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This is an option, we would support Welsh Government’s lobbying to ensure Wales 
does not lose out financially as a result of the decision to leave the European Union.  
 
Within the nations, for example within Wales, there are areas of deprivation and 

areas of relative prosperity – this was clearly demarcated under the EU funding 

programmes.  The targeting of areas of deprivation e.g. South West Wales and the 

Valleys areas would need to be incorporated into any future funding mechanism to 

make best use of funding and would avoid spreading the funding too thinly across 

the whole nation.  

 
6. Should the allocations within the devolved nations be an entirely devolved 
matter? 
 
Welsh Government have managed European Structural and Investment fund 
programmes over a number of programming periods.  If future funding was devolved 
to the devolved nations then future governance of any replacement funding would 
need to align to the needs and opportunities of that nation, and associated economic 
development strategies to ensure the funding arrangements were fit for purpose.  
 
7. In England, should the funding to local areas be allocated by an appropriate 
formula, and if so what are the best statistical measures? 
 
N/A 
 
8. Is there any role for competitive bidding between areas for funding? 
 
European funding has always involved competitive bidding.  In addition, there has 
been an increase in competitive bidding to allocate funds within a set timescale in a 
number of areas e.g. ERDF Priority 1 Research and Innovation.  Regional 
prioritisation of projects has been an effective competitive mechanism to allocate 
limited resources to deliver regional priorities.  Local authorities have been key to 
this process, and this should continue.  
 
9. In England, should sub-regions (e.g. LEP areas, combined authorities) be the 
basis for financial allocations, as with EU funding at present? 
 
N/A 
 
Activities to be supported 
 
10. As with present-day EU funding, should economic development and 
convergence remain the primary objectives of the new Fund? 
 
We would support these objectives, and would add that key priority areas which 
have the potential to increase GVA and support sustainable regeneration include: 
connectivity (digital connectivity and infrastructure including transport and business 
sites and premises), energy, business support, employability programmes.  It is 
essential to support national, regional and local growth sectors as identified in 
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national, regional and local economic regeneration strategies where there is an 
evidence base to support investment.  
 
11. Are there activities beyond the scope of present-day EU funding that should 
be supported? 
 
Whilst we acknowledge there needs to be an agreed ‘menu’ of priority areas to focus 
activity, there needs to be more flexibility within those priorities.  One example is a 
mix of revenue and capital to support investments and allow sufficient funds to 
deliver projects.  Commercialisation should be an expected outcome of research and 
development projects.  
 
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? 
 
Where appropriate this should be the case, however all current activity needs to be 
evaluated to ensure it is an effective use of public funds.  The Shared Prosperity 
Fund is an opportunity to review current activity and align future activity to need and 
opportunity.  
 
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 respect the devolution of economic development policy 
and associated funding and should engage with the devolved nations at an early 
stage to ensure the Shared Prosperity Fund is aligned to national strategies and 
priorities.  It would be appropriate for the devolved nations to set the guidelines for 
the priorities to be supported by the SPF.  
 
 
14. What role should the devolved administrations play in setting the broad 
guidelines? 
 
There should be early engagement with the devolved administrations and ensure the 
Shared Prosperity Fund is aligned to UK, national and regional strategies. This 
would ensure the SPF was an appropriate resource to support economic prosperity 
for the whole of the UK. 
 
15. How should the impact and desired outcomes of the Fund be defined and 
measured? 
 
In the first instance a vision will need to be agreed, to ascertain the purpose of the 
SPF.  Once a vision is agreed, relevant and measurable outputs / outcomes / 
impacts will need to be agreed.  The following outcomes would need to be included 
to measure the effectiveness of the SPF: jobs created; enterprises created; 
commercialisation of R&D; people support into employment / appropriate training 
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16. How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheap to administer, low in 
bureaucracy” best be delivered? 
 
There needs to be accountability and transparency, however bureaucracy, 
governance, audit and reporting needs to be streamlined and avoid duplication.  
 
17. Where should local authorities fit into the management of the new Fund? 
 
Local authorities have been a key partner in delivering EU funding in Wales over 
several programming periods.  Local authorities play a key role in delivering EU 
funded activity including strategic capital schemes and supporting people into 
employment and training. Local authorities are actively engaged in regionally 
focused model of economic development. Local authorities should continue to play a 
key role in the delivery of future funding programmes, and continue to work in 
partnership with the public, private and third sector to maximise the opportunity of 
funding programmes.  
 
18. How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated? 
 
Baseline data needs to be established to measure the impact of the Shared 
Prosperity Fund. Once the outputs / outcomes and impact indicators have been 
agreed projects need to report these figures on a regular basis through an 
appropriate governance structure, through a non-complicated report mechanism. 
 
Submissions 
 
The APPG is inviting succinct submissions (max. 6 sides of A4).  Please do not feel 
obligated to answer all the questions if that would be inappropriate. 
 
Submissions should be sent to postbrexitappg@gmail.com 
 
Any queries about the inquiry should also be sent to this address. 
 
The deadline for submissions is Friday 14 September 2018. 
 
 
 
 
APPG on Post-Brexit Funding 
July 2018 

mailto:postbrexitappg@gmail.com

