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Introduction 
 

The North East of England has long been a beneficiary of European regional or 
structural funds; funding major infrastructure from the 70s and since1989 through a 
series of multi-year funding programmes. The current European Structural and 
Investment Fund (ESIF) 2014-2020 programme brings over €530m to the region.   
 
Through the 2014-2020 programme European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) 
resources will support over 13,500 businesses via business support activities, 
finance and employment schemes.  European Social Fund (ESF) investments will 
support 160,000 people to engage with the labour market, of whom 55,000 people 
will be unemployed and many will have disabilities, adding scale and new 
approaches to existing Government programmes.   
 
These funds are a vital resource in supporting the North East meet its ambitious 
economic aims to create 100,000 more and better jobs by 2024, as set out in the 
North East’s Strategic Economic Plan.  A replacement to the EU funds is therefore of 
critical importance to us meeting our aspirations for our region, its communities and 
businesses.   
 
Brexploration 
 
Given the significance of the potential impact on individuals, business and 
communities South Tyneside Council initiated BREXploration. The BREXploration 
commission set out to engage a wide range of North East stakeholders in a 
proactive, collaborative discussion about how to make Brexit a success; to gain 
clarity on the specific needs of the region’s communities, sectors and key industries; 
and identify a number of recommendations to put to Government.  Findings and 
recommendations were shared widely, including with Government and key 
influencers1.  The future of post-Brexit funding has been a key element of discussion 
with partners and this submission draws on the recommendations from the 
BREXploration Commission. 
 
North East Combined Authority 
 
As a significant future source of economic development funding for the north east the 
North East Combined Authority’s Economic Development and Regeneration Advisory 
Board, consisting of Elected Members from the seven constituent Local Authorities 
and business representative groups2, has discussed the principles and 
characteristics of the proposed UK Shared Prosperity Fund.  These principles have 
been endorsed by the North East Combined Authority.  This submission draws on 
these discussions and agreed principles, and is based on our experience in 

                                                 
1
 Brexploration Final Report: www.brexploration.co.uk  

2
 Membership of the Economic Development & Regeneration Board: Elected Members from 

Northumberland County Council, North Tyneside Council, Newcastle City Council, Gateshead 

Council, South Tyneside Council, Sunderland City Council, Durham County Council; North East Local 

Enterprise Partnership (NELEP); North East Chamber of Commerce; Trade Union Congress (TUC); 

CBI; Federation of Small Business (FSB) 

http://www.brexploration.co.uk/
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successfully delivering European funded programmes and wider local growth 
strategies.  
 
South Tyneside Council Response  
 
Overall budget 
 
1. What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK Shared Prosperity 

Fund? 
 
The fund must be at least at a scale of the current EU structural fund programme: 
c€530m notional allocation for the North East LEP area.  If wider local economic 
development funds, such as Local Growth Fund, are to be ‘rolled’ into the fund 
then the scale should at least reflect this level of resource, considering the 
economic disparities that exist in the north east.   

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

long? 
 

Our experience tells us that having a long-term, fully devolved funding 

programme, aligned to the regional strategic economic framework (currently the 

North East Strategic Economic Plan, led by the Local Enterprise Partnership) will 

allow effective strategic management and long-term investment decisions to be 

made. It would enable significant capital projects and revenue programmes with 

medium term outcomes to be developed and included in a wider programme of 

activity.  Government has previously correctly identified the role of local partners 

in understanding the needs of local economies, and resources should follow this 

principle. 

  

Learning from the European funded programmes a multi-year funding 

programme, of a minimum of 7 years, would allow this longer-term approach to 

be taken forward.  

 

It is also important that the new fund is in place and ready to be utilised by 

2020/2021 to ensure continuity in activity. 

 

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 scale of the fund must reflect the scales of the individual funds being rolled 
into one.  In addition the aim and function of the fund would have to be clearly set 
out.   
 
There are benefits to establishing a fund bringing together resources for 
economic growth; creating a flexible fund which avoids a restrictive siloed 
approach, which funds activities across areas such as innovation, skills, business 
support, regeneration, transport and employment support, to fit the needs of the 
area. 
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Allocation across the country 
 
4. How should the UK Shared Prosperity Fund be divided up between the four 

nations of the UK? 
 
The fund must be targeted to reflect economic conditions, recognising the latent 
potential in many currently underperforming areas, and not allocated on a 
competitive basis 

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

Northern Ireland be a sensible way forward? 
 
A needs based analysis should be performed nationally to allow the fund to be 
allocation to reflect economic conditions. 
 

6. Should the allocations within the devolved nations be an entirely devolved 
matter? 
 
Not applicable. 
 

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, if the fund is to reduce disparities between and within areas it should include 
measures of economic prosperity, compared to national levels. 
 

8. Is there any role for competitive bidding between areas for funding? 
 
This relates to the purpose of the funding.  If there are certain elements which are 
to support areas such as innovation or smart specialisation they may lend 
themselves to a competitive process, but this should be outside of a needs based 
allocation process for the majority of the fund.  
 

9. In England, should sub-regions (e.g. LEP areas, combined authorities) be the 
basis for financial allocations, as with EU funding at present? 
 
The Strategic Economic Plan for the North East should be the framework for 
determining the delivery of the funds.  
 

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

remain the primary objectives of the new Fund? 
 
Reducing economic disparities, leading to a rebalanced economy should be the 
overarching aims of the fund. 

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

supported? 
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A key opportunity with a domestic fund such as the UKSPF is the freedom to fund 
activities which previously have not been eligible through EU funds, such as 
certain investments in businesses and large infrastructure improvements. 
 
An important lesson from the current EU funding programme is the size of 
individual projects.  With a minimum of £1m for each ERDF project, smaller, often 
community based, projects have not been eligible for funding.  The UKSPF must 
have the flexibility to fund large scale, multi-year, infrastructure projects as well as 
smaller scale projects.  The latter often being those activities to support the most 
vulnerable in society and those furthest from the labour market.  Both types of 
project are important, particularly in an area like South Tyneside and the North 
East, and the UKSPF must be able to respond to this. 
 

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? 
 
There should be a smooth transition to the use of UKSPF to ensure that those 
activities currently funded through EU funds (or other wider local economic 
development funds) which are of value to the local area and support the SEP 
objectives can continue, such as skills and training support. 

 
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 fund should be devolved to local areas to support the delivery of the agreed 
Economic Framework (currently the Strategic Economic Plan), which in itself 
supports Government objectives in a place-sensitive manner.  Local partners 
should be trusted to use the funds to deliver these ambitions with minimal 
guidelines from national Government. 

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

guidelines? 
 
This should be a devolved matter. 
 

15. How should the impact and desired outcomes of the Fund be defined and 
measured? 
 
A reduction in regional and intra-regional economic disparities. 
 

16. How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheap to administer, low in 
bureaucracy” best be delivered? 
 
A fully devolved funding programme, aligned to the regional strategic economic 
framework which allows effective strategic management and long-term 
investment decisions to be made provides an effective and efficient way of 
administrating the funds.  
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Capacity to deliver is key; we have learned from experience that having sufficient 
capacity to identify, develop and deliver activities and projects, particular by those 
who best understand the area, its needs and priorities, best enables an efficient 
use of funds. 
 

The fund should have the flexibility to both lever in private funds or other public 

funds where this is suitable (and where there is available sources of funding) or 

offer a wholly-financed approach where appropriate.  As well as have the 

flexibility to fund both revenue and capital, as determined by local partners. 

 

17. Where should local authorities fit into the management of the new Fund? 
 
As members of Local Enterprise Partnerships local authorities have a key role in 
informing and determining investment decisions. 
 
Local Authorities will also be key deliverers of many of the activities.   
 

18. How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated? 
 
Strong and effective project and programme management by local partners as 
current and previous programmes have shown, with accountability at the local 
level in demonstrating progress towards economic aims and reductions in 
disparities. 

 

 
 

 

 


