
 

West Yorkshire Combined Authority/Leeds City Region Enterprise Partnership - 
response to the All Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) on Post-Brexit funding : Call for 
evidence 
 
Overall budget 

1. What would be an appropriate annual budget for the new UK SPF Fund? 
For 2014-20, the UK was allocated €17.2bn in total from the current ESI Funds, Rural 
Development and Fisheries Programme.1 Equal to about £15.48 billion at current exchange 
rates, or £2.21 billion p.a. To allow for inflation and a reduction in match funding, the annual 

budget for the UKSPF should be at least £3 billion per annum. The SPF budget must 

honour the government’s commitment that “no area will be worse off as a result of Brexit”. 
It will be important to ensure that the budget line for UKSPF should not be derived from any 
top slicing of government departmental budgets with assumed criteria – it should be a clean 
budget for the set purpose of delivering the UKSPF. 

 
The Industrial Communities Alliance2 highlights the need for funding that compensates for the 
loss of EU funding and provides additional resources to meet the scale of the challenge to 
rebalance the UK economy. The LGA3 also calls for clear guarantees to protect the full 
amount of investment currently received through ESIF programmes. The funding should 
therefore be at least equal to the amount previously allocated through ESIF, plus a 
reasonable additional amount to reflect the additional funding levered in through the current 
match funding requirements of ESIF. The UKSPF should have less of a requirement for 
match funding locally decided upon: local public match is increasingly difficult to find due to 
continued constraints on public sector budgets. Instead there should be incentives to lever in 
public and private match funds at the local level driven and aligned by the local priorities or to 
even fund some projects at 100% where the need and impacts to be generated outweigh the 
need for some kind on grant intervention rate. 

2. Should there be a multi-annual financial allocation, and if so why and for how long? 
A new SPF has to be built on developing long term objectives for sustainable growth and 
inclusion.  We therefore argue strongly for a multi-annual allocation, at least matching the 
current EU budgetary period of seven years, with spend for a further three years for project 
closure and full capture of the achieved outcomes. This will provide longer-term certainty and 
flexibility to vire between priorities to respond to changing needs and opportunities.  It is also 
important that the programme aligns with the investment programme periods set out in Local 
Industrial Strategies.  The rationale to align with EU budget timelines are as follows ; 
a) A seven-year programme enables long-term planning for potential beneficiaries and 

investors (including the private sector).  
b) The long term structural drivers of deprivation and poor economic performance, are 

entrenched and take time to fully realise the benefits of well targeted interventions.  
c) It would give assurance that political changes would not cause major disruption to 

funding. 
d) Alignment with the EU budget period would allow continued access to important 

European partnerships and networks that bring sources of finance, as well as other 
benefits through the exchange of knowledge and expertise.  We need to build on the 
legacy of these programmes e.g. Horizon 2020, ERASMUS+, INTERREG etc as well as 
have continued access to finance and expertise from the European Investment Bank. 

 
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? 
Yes, but this should not be used as a way of introducing cuts to present funding streams. If 
the UKSPF is to truly contribute to the rebalancing of the UK economy, with the North being 
seen as part of the solution not the problem, then we would be fully supportive of other 
funding, alongside ESIF, becoming part of the UKSPF.  Developing a ‘single devolved pot’ of 
regeneration / economic development / skills and employment support is a reasonable 



 

objective if this is done to reduce bureaucracy and confusion between different funding 
streams – eg. any new SPF has to commit to breaking down both the institutional and 
operational silos previously and currently witnessed in ESIF programmes. This 
requires a commitment to developing fully integrated programmes that bring together the 
people, place and business driven funding. Typically, ERDF, ESF and Rural Growth 
funds have proved incredibly difficult to align and provide integrated and holistic people and 
place based solutions. Maximum integration into place based programmes must be a key 
objective of any new SPF.   Previously, funds like the Local Growth Fund have been used to 
match fund current ESIF funded projects. This would not be possible if these funds are 
combined within the Shared Prosperity Fund. It is therefore important that the UKSPF match 
funding requirements are given enough flexibility at a local/place level, which would then 
allow some projects to receive 100% funding while other, more commercial interventions, 
could receive a lower intervention rate. 
 
Allocation across the country 

4. How should the UK Shared Prosperity Fund be divided up between the four nations 
of the UK? 
The distribution of funds between the UK’s nations should be done in a way that fulfils the 
Government’s commitment that “no area will be worse off as a result of Brexit”.  
 
5. Would rolling forward the existing shares going to England, Scotland, Wales and 
Northern Ireland be a sensible way forward? 
The share of ESIF funding allocated in the current programme for England should be 
protected. This is currently around 64% of the funding for the UK as a whole. Any new 
framework has to respect that the UK will have different arrangements in place across both 
the devolved administrations and across English regions and provide sufficient flexibility to 
embrace these.  If the UKSPF is about rebalancing the economy then LCR (LCR) would be 
looking for a greater share of the overall SPF budget.  Fiscal and monetary policy choices 
shape how wealth is created, preserved and used to provide vital public services.  Our 
analysis shows, since the financial crisis, the average person in London benefits from public 
spending and monetary policy amounting to £17,787 p.a.  In Yorkshire, that figure is £14,533, 
meaning regional inequality is being exacerbated through Government choices. As monetary 
policy is a relatively blunt instrument and the remit of the independent Bank of England, it is 
therefore vital that Government uses its powers to genuinely drive economic 
rebalancing.  The UKSPF and wider 2019 Spending Review offer a vital opportunity for 
Government to set a new path.  We indicate that an uplift of £2,000 per head for people in 
Yorkshire across all public expenditure would be a strong start to genuinely deliver an 
economy that works for all. 
      
6. Should the allocations within the devolved nations be an entirely devolved matter? 
Yes. Current ESIF allocations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are the responsibility 
of the devolved administrations. There should be no rolling back of devolved control for the 
UKSPF. Indeed, the principle of devolution should be extended, and applied as far as 
possible in the roll-out of UKSPF to English regions.  It will be important to ensure 
negotiations with the Devolved Administrations do not result in delaying UKSPF 
implementation and create gaps in programme provision as we near the start of 2021. 
 
7. In England, should the funding to local areas be allocated by an appropriate 
formula, and if so what are the best statistical measures? 
If the UKSPF objective is to rebalance the UK economy, the UKSPF must recognise the 
large variations in prosperity and opportunity between and within different areas in its Fund 
design.  It is essential that any new distribution model is derived from a basis of need rather 
than competition. This also has to use the most up to date and relevant baseline data, such 
as IMD data rather than simple GDP figures that have heavily influenced previous distribution 



 

models. It should also address the productivity gap between areas to help maximise its effect 
on local economies. It is likely that a competitive process would not address the economic 
needs of areas and would not capitalise on the potential that this new funding programme 
can bring. 

There is also a need for maximum flexibility at a local level for any new funding model to be 
able to respond holistically to the issues it is addressing. This includes local discretion 
regarding the balance of capital and revenue interventions.  The need to ensure maximum 
integration across people, business and place interventions and the requirement to avoid 
sustaining institutional and operational silos cannot be understated. Projects need the 
flexibility to integrate people-based and place-based interventions into the same project, if 
they wish as outlined above. 

The UKSPF has to commit to breaking down both the institutional and operational silos 
previously and currently witnessed in ESIF programmes. This requires a commitment to 
developing fully integrated programmes that bring together the people, place and business 
driven funding. Typically ERDF and ESF have proved incredibly difficult to align and provide 
integrated and holistic people and place-based solutions. Further to this, funding should be 
developed with the aim of developing a 'single devolved pot' for areas, removing 
unnecessary complexity, bureaucracy and the subsequent plethora of rules and eligibility 
conditions that emerge from separated and fragmented funding programmes. It is important 
to recognise that local areas have built up a proven ability to work with stakeholders across 
different sectors in order to develop and deliver strategic funding programmes. Any new 
funding programme should look to align to local areas’ industrial strategies and other key 
local strategies which we argue will ultimately gain better value for money for the UK as a 
whole. 

8. Is there any role for competitive bidding between areas for funding? 
The criteria for this allocation is critical and should be based upon fair allocations.  The 
UKSPF should in the main not be a competitive programme, as this would not support an 
overarching objective of rebalancing the economy. Competitive approaches may be useful as 
part of a “Challenge” fund approach to test and pilot interventions, but this should make up 
only a small share of the overall UKSPF budget, 10% maximum of the total UKSPF budget.  
However, it is important to recognise that economies work across boundaries and the 
UKSPF should also enable collaboration between geographies that could maximise the 
benefits to geographies and potentially secure better value for money. 

Notwithstanding our desire for a needs-based distribution model there is a case for additional 
funds to support growth through the ability to borrow against devolution or other funds for 
longer term (10-30 years) investment, by creating rolling investments. An additional ‘Regional 
Investment Bank’ approach could be designed with these considerations rather than as 
purely a competition or a pure needs-based allocation. 

9. In England, should sub-regions (e.g. LEP areas, combined authorities) be the basis 
for financial allocations, as with EU funding at present? 
We are clear that stronger institutions, accountable to residents and businesses are, are vital 
for providing the long-term vision, leadership and transparent decision-making needed for 
powerful functional economies.  In the LCR, we have a track record, through our Business 
Growth Programmes in the Local Enterprise Partnership/West Yorkshire Combined Authority 
that demonstrates local public investment unlocks good growth – each £1 of investment 
levers in an additional £4 from the private sector, and achieves a cumulative economic 
impact of over £10.  With ambitious devolution of powers and funding, we can go much 
further to help the UK prosper in its new international position.   Any new SPF therefore has 
to respect local democratic and accountability arrangements.  Any new governance 
framework has to respect that the UK will have different arrangements in place across both 
the devolved administrations and across English regions and provide sufficient flexibility to 
embrace these. This will acknowledge that there can be variance where in some areas the 
CA may be most appropriate yet in others it may be the LEP or principal Public Authority.  



 

The SPF has to ensure complementarity and alignment to the wider framework of devolution 
especially important for an area like LCR.  For example, we have already taken on leadership 
and devolved responsibility for other policy areas including transport, skills and housing. With 
further devolved powers and funding the appropriate local accountability and accompanying 
status will need to be provided in LCR.  In essence, we see two principal objectives for a 
successor to structural funds: 
 
a) UKSPF as an instrument of regional policy i.e. to redress imbalances between richer and 
poorer areas of the UK, and drive increases in productivity;  
 b) UKSPF as the main source of funding for place based inclusive growth initiatives i.e. 
initiatives to share future growth across our communities. 
 
We strongly advocate the continued devolution of funding allocations to local areas, some of 
which have achieved a greater degree of control over decision making in the current ESIF 
programme through becoming Intermediate Bodies (IBs).  

Activities to be supported 

10. As with present-day EU funding, should economic development and convergence 
remain the primary objectives of the new Fund? 
The UKSPF should move away from the ESIF language of convergence etc. Instead the 
programme should focus on place-based need and opportunity using the powerful tool of 
devolved control and appropriate, but light touch, central oversight.  Set within the current 
government policy and devolution framework, the SPF should be seen as the key instrument 
available to areas that will both strengthen and accelerate devolution using localised 
industrial and economic development strategies (including innovation) as the key drivers of 
key drivers of productivity, sustainable and inclusive growth.   Funding must be allocated 
initially only at the strategic level, leaving local areas free to allocate to programmes and 
projects according to local priorities and plans.  The ability to deliver sustainable and 
inclusive growth will require a commitment to appropriate devolution of both the funding 
and the powers for decision making providing maximum local discretion. 

The UKSPF should commit to breaking down both the institutional and operational silos in 
ESIF programmes. This requires a commitment to developing fully integrated programmes 
that bring together people, place and business driven funding. Typically, ERDF and ESF 
have proved incredibly difficult to align and provide integrated people and place based 
solutions. There needs to be flexibility for local areas to allocate SPF to people, place and 
business priorities in the one project as they see fit based on local need/demand for any 
intervention. 
 
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 SPF success factor must be measured on its success to “rebalance the UK economy”.   
The UKSPF should focus on increasing productivity, inclusive and sustainable growth, 
economic development and employment/skills support, so it should broadly cover the same 
areas; to widen the remit could dilute the potential effectiveness of the funding. However, the 
scope of ESIF funding can be over-prescriptive leading to unintentional consequences eg. 
wider links to the LCR Transport Plan and Fund could have been made if the rules had 
permitted, resulting in lost opportunities to capitalise on bringing a wider place based mobility 
and low carbon strategy together. The UKSPF should have an assumption that activity can 
be funded as long as it leads to the impacts that the programme wants to deliver, alongside 
local priorities, jointly agreed between Government and local areas. 

Further to this, funding should be developed with the aim of delivering within a 'single pot' 
for areas, thus removing unnecessary complexity, bureaucracy and the subsequent plethora 



 

of rules and eligibility conditions that emerge from separated and fragmented funding 
programmes.  The funding should be flexible enough to be used holistically: for both capital 
and revenue purposes, and innovations pioneered in terms of the creation of local revolving 
investment funds (e.g. Evergreen) as well as grants to meet the needs of the locality. The 
Northern Powerhouse Investment Fund, delivered via the ten northern LEPs with the British 
Business Bank, is a good example of where pooling of resources to support SME growth is 
starting to reap rewards, providing a long term legacy if funds to the area.  
Additionally, ESIF has continued to place particular constraints on the use of funding.  
Consideration should be given to lift some of the restrictions on the eligible use of successor 
funding, for example the ability to provide complementary and additional funding to that 
already available from DfE to support priorities of our local schools, ensuring the workforce of 
the future are work ready eg from age 13/14 years, so that the replacement for ERDF/ESF 
can be used as truly additional monies to support early intervention/prevention to stop issues 
arising in later life, rather than just tackling issues when they arise. This should be 
determined through local priority setting. 

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? 
It will be crucial that Government defines what success looks like based on addressing the 
key principles of addressing productivity and inclusive growth, leaving the implementation of 
its outcomes to local partners to best design.  The underpinning principles of greater 
devolution under a SPF remain, where areas can demonstrate suitable governance, 
openness and transparency and assurance measures for managing devolved funds. Funds 
should be fully devolved, into a local single pot, without ring-fences, and over a programme 
period of at least 7 years. 

We have worked hard to ensure that the LCR assurance framework is one of the most robust 
in the country.  Work has been undertaken working closely with officials in the Department of 
Business, Innovation and Skills in its development, and have been reviewing it continually in 
light both of our own experience and following the publication of the National Audit Office 
report. We have also worked in collaboration with the What Works Centre to develop an 
accompanying Evaluation Strategy that we believe is a leading example of its kind.  

Using our Assurance Framework – and the Single Appraisal Framework (SAF) at its heart – 
we have been able to allocate over £150 million since 2014, outside of ESIF. Equally, the 
robust nature of this process has meant that a number of projects have been rejected or 
reworked rather than being allowed through unchanged, even though they were identified in 
the Growth Deal settlement with government. Our decision-making processes are continually 
evolving to learn from experience, and the SAF will be updated to ensure that all future 
investment is assessed according to its contribution to the priorities of the SEP and its 
commitment to inclusive growth. This should be used as a solid foundation to build upon 
rather than create new systems. 

14.  What role should the devolved administrations (DA’s) play in setting the broad 
guidelines? 
We would argue strongly for further devolution of powers within England with the DA’s 
negotiated separately as part of a devolved matter as part of economic policy. 

15. How should the impact and desired outcomes of the Fund be defined and 
measured? 
Lessons must be learnt from the current ESIF programme.  Funding should be allocated on 
an outcome not output basis similar to the Treasury Green Book compliant assurance 
process.  Within a broad national framework (inclusive and sustainable growth, economic 
development and employment/skills support), local areas should be allowed to set their own 
priorities based on local industrial strategies (and other relevant local strategies, as 
appropriate), with frameworks to evaluate programme impacts. 



 

The current ESIF funding model is output driven, which although a useful tool to 
quantitatively measure performance, can constrain innovation, push activity to safe, tried and 
tested (but not always effective) methods of delivery and support volume of outputs over 
quality, therefore driving the wrong behaviours in project delivery eg. pushing towards low 
risk approaches to delivery. The development of a new outcome driven model based upon 
local strategies could include quality and innovation measures. 

16. How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheap to administer, low in 
bureaucracy” best be delivered? 
The opportunity to redesign one of the most complex, bureaucratic funding streams is most 
welcome by all partners. The Fund must not look to ‘re-design’ EU funding through a 
domestic scheme. This risks creating another programme management industry that mirrors 
the complexities and inefficiencies of the ESIF model.   

The opportunity UKSPF affords is to truly simplify, avoid costly bureaucratic systems being 
re-established and ensure a fully integrated, cost effective, operationally sound programme 
which allows faster decision making, funds targeted at the best projects, driven by local need 
and which will allow for good growth.  Examples do exist locally where the current 
arrangements have not delivered to meet local needs, and where the current funding 
arrangements have sometimes cost more to administer than the funds going to the end user. 
These are available upon request.   

17. Where should local authorities fit into the management of the new Fund? 
As part of strong governance Local Authority partners are key partners in the design and 
implementation of the wider City Region Economic Strategy, many of which are represented 
on committees within the wider Combined Authority and LEP governance structures.  Whilst 
ESIF is not currently governed, in the main (outside of Sustainable Urban Development via 
Intermediate Body status) via the CA or the LEP, having its own local Sub-Committee LAs 
are very much part of its membership, with LA partners critical to the shaping and design of 
the ESIF programme on an ongoing basis via the LEPs lead role for ESIF.  Local Authorities 
(LA) therefore should have a significant role in the management of a SPF that is allocated on 
the basis of LEP areas.  We therefore support the Local Government Association’s call for 
combined authorities to have responsibility for local economic growth funding, with LEP 
business leaders as key partners providing commercial advice and influencing national 
economic strategy.12 

 
18. How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated (m & e) ? 
Current systems are too onerous, cumbersome and place too much burden on promoters 

and as highlighted above drive the wrong behaviours in delivery. Any new system therefore 
will need to have sufficient flexibility to be tailored to the priorities and objectives set 
locally.  Consequently a commitment to simplification using existing structures will be 
key.  As one size does not fit all with regards to localised industrial and economic 

development strategies, one size will not fit all for the M&E systems attached to the UKSPF. 
M&E should be based on the outcomes and impact of projects rather than a tightly defined 
set of restrictive outputs.  It is also important to remember that the impact of economic 
development interventions is often realised over the long term.  Impact evaluations should be 
carried out to assess long term programme outcomes, while shorter term outcome measures 
should be used to monitor individual projects.  Monitoring should form a key part of every 
project with baselines set from the outset in order to measure the change over time. 
Monitoring and evidence requirements should be proportionate to the value of the funds 
invested in the project or intervention.  We must therefore avoid creating any unnecessary 
additional M&E frameworks, building up current assurance frameworks set up by LEPs/CAs 
and remain as 'light touch' as possible.  Finally, new M&E frameworks must be built on the 
need to recognise success and the various forms this takes rather than use typical indicators. 
This requires creativity and respect of different places starting from different positions.  It will 
be critical to ensure that all areas are clear on what success looks like for their region. 


