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The All-Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) on Post-Brexit Funding for Nations, 
Regions and Local Areas is a newly-established group of Westminster MPs.  Its 
Chair is Stephen Kinnock (Lab) and its Vice-Chairs are Bill Grant (Con), Chris 
Stephens (SNP), Jo Platt (Lab) and Anna McMorrin (Lab). 
 
The aim of the group is to help shape plans for the UK funding that is planned to 
replace the EU funding for national, regional and local economic development that 
will disappear following Brexit. 
 
The Group is initiating an inquiry to assess the views of stakeholders in the parts of 
the UK that currently benefit substantially from EU funding.  The aim is to produce a 
report in the autumn that will be fed into government to try to influence the UK 
government’s proposals, which are currently expected to be set out in a consultation 
towards the end of the year. 
 
 
Background 
 
In recent years the EU has been the biggest single financial contributor to regional 
and local economic development across the UK.  In the present EU spending round 
(2014-20) the UK receives £9bn from the EU Structural Funds, or around £1.3bn a 
year. 
 
The EU funds are predominantly targeted at less prosperous areas.  Most parts of 
the North, Midlands, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland presently benefit 
massively from the EU funds.  This is at risk.  Local authorities and the devolved 
administrations are already agitated about the possible outcomes. 
 
Assuming Brexit goes ahead, the UK will eventually stop receiving EU funding to 
support regional and local economic development.  Under the ‘divorce bill’ deal 
agreed in December, the UK will continue to draw on EU funds as normal up to the 
end of 2020, even though Brexit itself is expected in March 2019, but thereafter there 
will be no new money. 
 
The Conservative manifesto for the 2017 promised to set up a new UK Shared 
Prosperity Fund to replace the EU funds.  The intention is that the new Fund will 
“reduce inequalities between communities across our four nations” and that the Fund 
will be “cheap to administer, low in bureaucracy and targeted where it is needed 
most”. 



 
There is no evidence of a retreat from the commitment to a new Fund but nearly 
everything about the Fund is still to be worked out leaving huge unresolved issues: 
 

 How much funding will be available? 

 How will it be divided up across the country? 

 What activities will be eligible for support? 

 Who will take the decisions about how the money is spent? 
 
The replacement for the EU funds is entirely a domestic UK matter.  It doesn’t 
depend on negotiations with Brussels.  Nor does it require ‘new money’.  In theory 
there is more than enough available to pay for the Shared Prosperity Fund from the 
funds that will no longer be paid over to the EU, though there are competing claims 
on this money. 
 
 
Questions on which submissions are invited 
 
Overall budget 
 

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

 
Commensurate with the current funding allocation for programmes which 
currently deliver priority areas for the above, dependant on the priorities set by 
each devolved Government. 

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

long? 
 

Three years minimum to allow for a cycle of applications that require match 

funding, and planning permission for example. 

 

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 would be appropriate to allocate the same level of funding that is used 

nationally to support relevant UK and devolved programmes, government 

agencies and contributions towards current European funds. 

Allocation across the country 
 

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

 
In line with a combination of methodology of the Barnett formula, GERS on a 
national basis and the UK funds used to currently support relevant European 
programmes. 

 



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

 
Dependant on the approach to question 5 above. 

 

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

Yes; however, in line with relevant national policies. 

 

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 – answering the questions from a Scottish perspective. 

 

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

Should be in line with the outcomes referred to in question 5 above. 

 

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 – as per question 8 

 
Activities to be supported 
 

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

 
Should be in line with the priorities of the devolved Governments. 

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

be supported? 
 

It could be in line with the priorities set by the relevant devolved Government. 

 

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? 

 
Yes, for the tenure of the projects that is committed before March 2019. 

 
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? 

 
These should be set by the devolved recipient Government. 

 



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

 
In line with their current policies as agreed within the relevant budget setting 
and strategic plans. 
 

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

In line with the current methods used for the relevant European funds, utilising 

the experience that is held at a local level, whilst striving to simplify these 

processes. 

 

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

 
A best value approach should be taken, using the existing expertise that 
existing at a government and local level, whilst aiming to make the process 
easier for the administrators, but more so for the customers trying to access 
the funding. 
 

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

Local authorities could be the vehicle to ensure the delivery at a local level, 
ensuring that businesses and communities receive the best possible support. 
This could be achieved through collaborative bodies that already exists, e.g. 
LEADER administrative teams, possible Partnership pathfinders etc. 

 

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

Take the best from the current tools available and make sure they aligned to 
the devolved government priorities, in line the with the respective national 
performance frameworks. 

 
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. 
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