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Overall budget 

 

What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK Shared 

Prosperity Fund? 

The UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF) must not fall below the current total allocation of 

European Structural and Investment Fund (ESIF) monies, as committed by the UK 

government and European Union until 2023, including under a ‘no-deal’ scenario in March 

2019. As a minimum, the government should commit to continuing the current total 

allocation, but also must ensure that any change in formula does not result in a real term 

reduction in money to any area. 

The current EU funding system requires match funding from national governments. We are 

concerned that this money will be subsumed into the proposed UKSPF, in effect 

significantly reducing the allocations. Therefore, we emphasise the need for the UKSPF to 

include the total monies equivalent to the current EU funding agreement as well as the total 

matched funds.  

We want to highlight the risk of conflating the devolved nations in the UK with the English 

regions. In particular, we challenge the assumption that the national government and 

legislative apparatus in Wales should sit with a process of decentralisation of budgets for 

England, outside of separate funding settlements between Westminster and the devolved 

nations. Therefore, the responses to this submission refer to England only, unless where 

noted. 

 

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

long? 

To ensure the effectiveness and stability of regional initiatives to address regional 

inequality, the Fund must be sufficiently long-term to enable sustainable work programmes. 

For the purposes of continuity and effective planning, the government should commit to 

honouring the current EU allocation under the UKSPF for at least another seven years. 

 

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 roll other budget lines such as the Local Growth Fund into the 

UKSPF for administrative purposes, provided that the money currently allocated to the 

Local Growth Fund is additional to the total dedicated UKSPF monies. It would be 

appropriate to roll the Local Growth Fund into the UKSPF pot as the aims of tackling 

regional inequality through raising productivity are similar. Additionally, avoiding multiple 

budget lines will ensure the allocation process is less bureaucratic, more transparent and 

allow for more effective planning and investment decisions. The TUC has some reservations 

about the competitive bidding aspects of the Local Growth Fund, and so seeks assurances 
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that competitive bidding will be limited if Local Growth Fund monies are included under the 

UKSPF. 

While we can see the merit in combining the Local Growth Fund with the UKSPF allocation 

(providing the money is additional to the total UKSPF monies) we await the government 

consultation to assess whether it would be appropriate to roll in other budget lines. 

 

Allocation across the country 

 

How should the UK Shared Prosperity Fund be divided up between the four 

nations of the UK? 

The funding owed to Wales, Scotland, England and Northern Ireland, baselined at the 

current entitlement for the relevant areas, should be allocated to the national governments 

for each to determine appropriate use and allocation. 

 

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

and Northern Ireland be a sensible way forward? 

The current levels of EU structural funding should be guaranteed in real terms as part of the 

funding settlements for the devolved national governments.  

 

Should the allocations within the devolved nations be an entirely devolved 

matter? 

The funds for the devolved nations should be allocated to the national governments for 

each to determine appropriate use and allocation 

 

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

formula, and if so what are the best statistical measures? 

Any formula generated to allocate UKSPF to English regions/sub-regions should include 

statistical measurements that capture information about a population’s living standards and 

wider wellbeing. For example, Gross Value Added is an insufficient standalone measure to 

determine economic need as it masks economic inequalities that exist within regions/sub-

regions. We suggest allocation is based on indicators that provide a more comprehensive 

picture of the labour market and living standards of a particular area, such as employment 

rate, weekly average earnings and the incidence of casual, temporary and zero-hour 

contracts, to provide a few, but not limiting, examples.  
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As question one, the proposed formula should not result in a reduction in money for any 

area, ensuring a commitment from the government to safeguard at least the equal amount 

of money as the ESIF for the first seven years from when UKSPF is introduced. 

 

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

The TUC has some concerns around competitive bidding and does not think it as an 

appropriate process to achieve the aims of the UKSPF, which seeks to reduce inequalities 

across regions and communities. Competitive bidding unfairly prioritises areas which may 

have greater capacity and resources to take part in the bidding process, eg. an established 

Combined Authority, or a Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) with a large, active 

membership. Competitive bidding does not foster equality between regions and 

communities as it can disadvantage areas without access to this capacity or resource from 

the outset. Given many regions in England are further behind in their thinking about 

regional economic growth and raising productivity than others, we do not think competitive 

bidding is an appropriate away to allocate the UKSPF funds. 

 

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

basis for financial allocations, as with EU funding at present? 

Any governance structure or organisation which administers the UKSPF on behalf of a 

region/sub-region must include effective partnership working with trade unions and trade 

union representation in governance arrangements. The current model of LEP’s and 

Combined Authorities has resulted in an uneven distribution of resources and capacity 

across England, with the LEP’s management of EU funds being varied. We advocate a social 

partnership approach to administering and monitoring the Fund, to complement a social 

partnership approach to developing Local Industrial Strategies. This model is appropriate as 

it ensures diverse perspectives and a plurality of voices on issues of which local decision 

makers and businesses may not be fully aware. Trade unions offer experience and expertise 

in the implementation of projects, for example, through workplace learning programmes. 

This model also reflects the EU’s commitment to involve social partners as part of the 

funding requirements for ESIF. 

 

Activities to be supported 

 

As with present-day EU funding, should economic development and 

convergence remain the primary objectives of the new Fund? 

Convergence between areas should remain part of the UKSPF aims, but only if convergence 

means the raising up of less economically prosperous areas. While closing significant gaps 

between regions is aspirational, the primary objective of the Fund should be to ensure 

good work and an inclusive economy for all across the UK. 
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Similarly, economic development should be considered a means to an end, not an end in 

itself. We suggest using a range of employment indicators, such as employment rate, 

average weekly earnings and the incidence of insecure work contracts, as a few examples. 

We would also welcome the widening of the definition of “economic development” to 

ensure objectives set out in the European Structural Funds – around skills, equalities, and 

employability – are safeguarded in the UKSPF. These baselines should then be used to 

determine the success and impact of increased economic development on people and 

populations. 

It is essential that setting priorities and objectives is undertaken through effective 

partnership with unions and include trade union representation in relevant governance 

structures. 

 

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

supported? 

There is an opportunity for the UKSPF to be used in innovative ways, driven locally to 

ensure greater prosperity in economic growth and improved livelihoods for all. In addition 

to the total UKSPF monies, the UK government should provide additional funding with the 

purpose to build capacity and skills for areas to test innovative, novel or experimental ideas. 

It is important that the Fund remains flexible for regions/sub-regions to determine how 

best to achieve these objectives. 

 

Should there be guarantees that specific activities supported at present by EU 

funding (e.g. ESF support for training) will continue to receive funding? 

To ensure flexibility for regions/sub-regions, government should not prescribe particular 

activities to be undertaken under the Fund but instead should agree broad national 

guidelines for the Fund’s priorities (see question thirteen). 

 

Management 

 

As a UK fund, should the UK government set the broad guidelines for the 

priorities to be supported by the Shared Prosperity Fund? 

There is merit in developing the wider aims of the UKSPF at a national level. However, the 

government must not run the risk of being too prescriptive to regions/sub-regions. The 

UKSPF provides the administrations with an opportunity for funding free from strict rules 

and bureaucracy. The government should provide guidelines, leadership and expectations 

whilst recognising that local areas are best placed to understand what interventions will 

improve the quality of work, productivity and living standards in that area.  
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What role should the devolved administrations play in setting the broad 

guidelines? 

The government should consult fully with the devolved administrations in England when 

setting the broad guidelines for the Fund. This national consultation process should also 

seek agreement from social partners to ensure a plurality of voices. However, it is important 

that areas in England without existing Combined Authority structures are consulted to 

ensure their voices are heard on an equal level. 

 

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

measured? 

The regions/sub-regions should provide strategic direction, working with social partners 

and other local actors to determine how to define and measure success within the remit of 

the national guidelines. For example, low weekly earnings may be a particular problem in 

one area, whereas another may prioritise investing in retraining schemes for the 

unemployed. Both these areas are legitimately meeting the aim of a more productive 

economy, but local areas should be able to define their own statistical measures that will 

capture the benefits to the population and feed into the objectives of the region/sub-

region. 

It is essential that trade unions are included in setting priorities and objectives in the 

regions/sub-regions and should have a role in considering impacts on industries, 

employment standards, national agreements and workforce planning, as well as ensuring a 

plurality of voices in the decision-making process/es. 

 

How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheap to administer, low in 

bureaucracy” best be delivered? 

The Fund should reside in the public sector to allow for the necessary training, expertise 

and networks to be built to ensure the Fund is effective and long-term. 

 

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

Local authorities should be represented in the governance structures which oversee the 

Fund as they are key democratic players alongside trade unions. All partners in the 

regions/sub-regions should have a role in agreeing the objectives and managing the 

monitoring and impacts of projects. 

 

How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated? 

Any monitoring or evaluation process should include a social partnership approach to 

ensure a fair and comprehensive evaluation of the outcomes and impacts, ensuring worker 

voice is included for all decisions e.g. trade union consultation on any decisions about skills 
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funding. We advocate a social partnership approach on a national level when evaluating 

UKSPF outcomes ahead of a new round of funding becoming available. 


