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INTRODUCTION TO ERSA

ERSA is the membership body for
organisations providing employment
provisions. ERSA members include the
large prime contract holders, smaller
organisations, community-based
organisations and specialist providers.
ERSA members are drawn from all sectors
and include privately owned, the third sector,
local authorities and housing providers.
ERSA members deliver employment and
skills, offender related services and other
advice, guidance and support that enables
people to get into good work. ERSA
members range from multimillion-pound
providers to small organisations with local
grants. ERSA represents all.
ERSA is the voice of employment support. ERSA represents its
members to commissioners at all government departments to
charitable trusts and other funders.
ERSA seeks to protect existing funding for employment support
and to develop new sources of funding – for large national
provisions, for local programmes and for specialist initiatives.
European funding has been embedded in employability provision
since the 1980s, it is ERSA’s current number one priority to ensure
this continues and is replaced at current levels or higher.
ERSA also seeks to secure new funding and to make sure
commissioning is accessible to ERSA members. Current work
includes a revised DWP Dynamic Purchasing System.
ERSA works with partner organisations involved with Employment,
Skills, Good Work and Economic Independence – ERSA
collaborates.
ERSA produces weekly bulletins, holds topic-based forums,
national and regional conferences and is developing national
coverage for Employment Support through local and regional
Networks.
ERSA’s work is funded by member subscription and sponsorship
for conferences and projects.
Not already a member? Then please join now.

SUMMARY

The European Social Fund has provided essential resource
to reduce social and economic inequalities for disadvantaged
people and communities across the UK. Often it supports
those who may have been excluded from, or are not well
served by mainstream provision due to complex support
needs, such as ex-offenders or those with disabilities.
Its flexibility, targeted geographical focus and use of regional
structures, has provided space for the development of longterm innovative programmes that work for individuals as well
as supporting local growth agendas.
However, as the UK prepares to leave the EU, there is
widespread concern about whether funding currently
received from the EU via the European Social Fund (ESF)
will be replaced. And, if it is replaced, whether the scale and
focus will enable the new fund to continue to provide the
vital employment, skills and social inclusion services that
ESF currently funds to help some of the most disadvantaged
people and communities in our society.
There is an opportunity available for the UK government
to make this support work even better and harder for the
communities that need it in a post-Brexit Britain. However, to
realise this opportunity, we need to act quickly and cleverly.
With some ESF funded work due to run out in 2020, we need
to work now, to ensure that there is no gap in service for the
people and communities that need it most.

A note on use of the term UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF) within this document
We started collating this collection of essays ahead of the 2019 general election announcement.
A focus of these essays is therefore on the UK Shared Prosperity Fund which the Conservatives have
committed to. However, whoever wins power will need to ensure they replace ESF funding and the
principles outlined in this paper for what the UKSPF should look like should apply to any successor
fund to the ESF, even if new in name.
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SHARING PROSPERITY
To ensure the new funding delivers a better
post-Brexit Britain for all communities, there
must be a commitment to the following:

1

2
Funding for employment and
skills support allocated from the
new fund must not fall below
levels that would have been
received through ESF funding
had the UK remained in the EU.
If devolution is to play a
significant role in the successor
initiative, a minimum level should
be set for local areas to spend on
ESF-orientated programmes.

New funding to ensure the
UK achieves its post-Brexit
potential by providing support
for disadvantaged groups and
communities that often fall
through the gaps of existing
state provision.

3
There will be no funding gap
between the closure of EU ESF
funding and the distribution of
new funding to ensure there is
no permanent loss of expertise,
infrastructure or partnerships
for frontline organisations, and
consequently, vital support for
disadvantaged jobseekers and
learners.

Download a digital version at:
ersa.org.uk/sharingprosperity
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5

The new fund is integrated with
other funding streams to enable
services to support people with
multiple needs more effectively,
this should be achieved at both
national and local level.

The new fund must offer more
flexibility and less bureaucracy
to enable a broad range of expert
providers to access it. This
should be supported by a mix of
short- and long-term contracts
to facilitate innovation alongside
stability.

4

This paper seeks to
present the concerns of
the employment support
sector, drawing together a
series of contributions from
partners providing comment
on what the UK stands to
lose if ESF is not replaced,
the potential impact on our
people and communities and
views on how best to set-up,
commission and manage a
replacement fund to deliver
even more impact post Brexit.
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WHAT DOES ESF DO FOR THE UK?
ESF is a vital resource to the UK’s economy. It provides a
critical line of funding to help charities, businesses, local
authorities and other funders work together to reduce
social and economic inequalities for disadvantaged
people and communities – those who are not served
by mainstream employment and skills services. This
includes young people, particularly those that are not
in education, employment or training (NEET), long-term
long-term unemployed, people with disabilities and health
conditions, people facing multiple complex barriers to
employment and prisoners and ex-offenders.
By investing in people’s skills
and employability, ESF aims
to lift those most in need out
of poverty through work and
create fairer life opportunities
for all. It gives providers the
resources to invest time in
helping people will multiple
and complex needs, who often
have a long way to go before
they move into a job.
For example, supporting people
with housing issues, mental and
physical health needs, confidence,
motivation, rural isolation, skills
levels, all with the end goal of
achieving a job but without having
to do so within the rigid confines
of existing state structures and
short timescales. ESF provides
the additional support not
always available through national
and mainstream back to work
programmes through a more
flexible approach in terms of
accessibility, engagement and
timeframes.

For example, as Richard Clifton
(Integrated Services Director,
Shaw Trust) commented to the
Work and Pensions Committee
review of ESF ‘a great example
would be a young woman who
we work with who did get into
an abusive relationship. That
escalated, she ended up on
remand and she did end up with a
suspended sentence, and it is the
type of person who… mainstream
programmes are not there to help.
With the help of ESF, we managed
to help her rebuild her life in
a lot of respects and she has
ended up, with the support of
the programme, going into and
starting her own business’ (Work
and Pensions Committee, Oral
Evidence: European Social Fund,
HC 848 (Feb 2018)).
As well as prioritising groups
of people, ESF is distributed
across the UK based on the level
of economic activity or gross
value added (GVA), using Local
Enterprise Partnership (LEP)
regional structures.
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This approach has also ensured
that programmes fit local needs,
with projects required to involve
local employers, industry bodies,
local government and expert
providers to ensure understanding
of skills gaps and employment
opportunities.
In this way, ESF helps to achieve
job outcomes for service users
alongside supporting local
economic growth agendas.
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At a macro level, in England alone, nearly seven
million participants took part in ESF programmes
during the last funding round and:
• Over 700,000 found work on leaving the programme.
• Over 1.1 million found work within six months of leaving
the programme.
• Over 650,000 gained full qualifications at level 2 or above.
• Over 260,000 gained basic skills.
In Wales, between 2007 and 2017 EU projects have:

HEALTH
ESF provides multiple health
outcomes through projects
targeted to support individuals
with mental and/or physical health
issues as well as the overarching
health benefits being employed
brings.
ESF is joined up with health
funding through the partnership’s
providers develop, e.g. involving
health specialists in their supply
chains, and/or aligning provision
with NHS Trusts to deliver shared
outcomes.

• Supported 229,110 people to gain qualifications
• Helped 72,700 people into work
• Created 36,970 (gross) jobs and 11,925 enterprises

Almost all employment support
services include European monies,
this has been the case since the
mid 1980’s. Including, for example,
DWP’s flagship Work and Health
Programme and predecessors
Work Programme and Work
Choice, the Big Lottery’s Building
Better Opportunities and historic
Talent Match programmes, HMPPS
support for offenders leaving prison
and Education Skills Funding
Agency (ESFA) programmes
delivering skills for work and job
outcomes. These programmes
have directly contributed to JCP
job entry targets.

Because ESF attracts other
monies (e.g. through match
funding requirements) it enables
organisations, including colleges,
voluntary sector providers, local
government, specialist agencies
to stitch together other funding
to deliver better value for money.
This results in significant outcomes
in other areas, in addition to job
outcomes, for example:

FOR EXAMPLE:
The £2m ESF funded Solent Jobs
Programme provides intensive
case management, Cognitive
Behavioural Therapy and health
support, employment support and
work experience opportunities. A
localised and strategic response
links a range of specialist agencies
to provide personalised holistic
support to deliver health and
employment outcomes for
individuals.
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CRIME

SKILLS

YOUNG PEOPLE

ESF plays a significant role in
reducing reoffending targets.
Almost all resettlement support
services in prisons include ESF
and HMPPS’s 2014-2020 cofinanced programme has attracted
over £31m of ESF funding to
support disengaged and socially
excluded individuals with a history
of offending to enter mainstream
services or employment, delivered
in custody and the community.

As stated previously, during the
last funding round, ESF projects
helped over 650,000 people gain
qualifications and 260,000 gain
basic skills.

ESF programmes such as Talent
Match and BBO Youth Contract
target ‘hidden’ young people not
being brought in by mainstream
services. Co-financed by
Big Lottery, Talent Match, for
example, worked with 26,000
young people aged 18-24 who
needed extra support to help
them into work, targeting those
with significant barriers such
as care leavers, young parents,
carers, and those with disabilities
or lack of education. 41% of
participants moved into work,
and 78% reported improved
wellbeing.

Furthermore, ESF funding for
HMPPS programmes has already
been secured to 2023, highlighting
how important these services
are.

FOR EXAMPLE:

FOR EXAMPLE:
ESFA ESF co-financed Skills
Support for the Unemployed
(SSU) projects have run across
England supporting unemployed
people over the age of 16
with education and training
that enables them to enter
sustained employment. Using a
tailored package of, confidence
building, work experience and
skills training, SSU is helping
participants to move towards and
into employment across local
key sectors including railway,
construction, administration and
hospitality. It has already enabled
657 qualifications to be achieved
by participants, which equates to
a 95.2% achievement rate. Of the
participants that have successfully
progressed as a result of the
project, 84% have sustained and
built on their progress.

Humber Learning Consortium
manage a £1.5m ESF Community
Grants Programme, which
distributes small grants in the
Humber to fund projects that help
unemployed people progress
towards employment through
access to learning and training
opportunities. One such project
is R-evolution’s ESF project in
Hull that focuses on bicycle
maintenance skills for ex-offenders
and people with mental health
issues. Through life coaching,
increasing employability skills and
work opportunities the project
aims to reduce re-offending and
to help those experiencing mental
health problems. This programme
is the first step towards becoming
rehabilitated by increasing
self-esteem and developing
basic work-based skills such as
communication and teamwork.
One project participant, Neil, said
that the project had “given [him
his] life back” after suffering with
mental health issues for years.
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FOR EXAMPLE:
Add in example - Springboard
works with 20 delivery partners
in a number of sectors in the city
of Hull and across the Humber
to deliver their £4.3 million ESF &
£3.3 million Youth Employment
Initiative (YEI) co-financed
programme. Participants receive
help with barriers to work such as
travel, childcare costs and mental
health issues, as well as training
when required.

EXAMPLES OF ESF FUNDED
PROJECTS AT STAKE

Motiv8’s £9.8m ESF and Big Lottery
Building Better Opportunities (BBO)
programme works with people living in
Greater Manchester who need support
to get their lives back on track - whether
they are experiencing issues with health,
alcohol, drugs, domestic violence, debt,
homelessness or other challenges.

The Bike Project works with high risk male
offenders to help overcome mental health
issues and improve independent living skills
through their £111,000 ESF project. Through
1-1 tuition and practical training, the project
helps participants to work as part of a team
and develop problem solving skills.
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Step Forward Tees Valley works with 28
cross-sector organisations to deliver their
£8.9 million Big Lottery (Building Better
Opportunities (BBO)) and ESF co-financed
project.

Springboard works with 20 delivery partners
in a number of sectors in the city of Hull
and across the Humber to deliver their £4.3
million ESF & £3.3 million Youth Employment
Initiative (YEI) co-financed programme.
Participants receive help with barriers to
work such as travel, childcare costs and
mental health issues, as well as training
when required.
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WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF THESE
SERVICES DON’T CONTINUE?
Once the UK leaves the EU and ceases to pay into its
budget, it will no longer be eligible for ESF funding in
the new round from 2020 - 2027. However, the UK
government will be in control of the funding it no longer
contributes to the EU budget and how it is managed.

This provides the opportunity
to free up provision from the
heavily process orientated,
bureaucratic funding approach
currently used and to join up
provision better, with less
bureaucracy and with greater
effectiveness, at a local level.
Without clarity and scale
of investment in continuing
to support disadvantaged
groups into work there will be
significant impact.
Critically, the people these
programmes are designed to
support, some of the most
vulnerable in society, will no longer
receive the help they need to find a
job, or a better job. This could lead
to increased unemployment and
poverty rates amongst specific
groups and communities as well
as negatively impact government
equality goals.
For example, increasing the
number of women in work and
closing the gender pay gap,
halving the disability employment
gap, reducing reoffending rates of
those released from prison and the
agenda to ‘leave no community
behind’. As Equally Ours, the
national network of organisations

working across all areas of equality
and human rights, point out in their
contribution to this paper ‘Inequality
not only causes downstream costs
to health and other public services,
it also limits productivity and growth.
For example, bridging the gender
employment gap could create an
extra £150 billion in GDP in 2025.
A 5% rise in the employment rate
of working-age disabled people
would increase GDP by £23 billion
by 2030. And if Black, Asian and
minority communities were to be
fully represented in the labour
market the potential benefit to the
UK economy would be £24 billion
a year, or 1.3% of GDP.’
Skills levels amongst people and
communities unable to access or
engage with mainstream services
could fall further behind if ESF
upskilling/reskilling programmes
such as SSU are not available.
For example, funding for those
aged over 50 to retrain and update
their skills to find work in the
age of automation and artificial
intelligence will disappear, as this
is an area vastly underfunded in
mainstream services despite being
so important; young people aged
16+ not in education employment
or training (NEET) who have fallen
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through the gaps in mainstream
provision and are at risk of
long-term unemployment or
becoming involved in the criminal
justice system will suffer without
additional support, which is
currently provided through ESF.
The knock-on effect will be
increased pressure on JCP
and Local Authorities as
unemployment rates amongst
marginalised groups grow,
requiring more funding to be
channelled to statutory services
anyway. Directing it through
an ESF-replacement fund will
support to delivered through early
intervention rather than crisis.
At the same time, employers
will lose out on recruitment and
training support designed to help
diversify workforces and support
growth. Finding the right candidate
was already a challenge for 64%
of employers in 2019 Q2, (The
British Chambers of Commerce
(BCC)).
With ESF programmes funded
to understand local skills needs
and meet workforce demands,
employers are benefiting from
free, tailored recruitment support

that facilitates access to a more
diverse talent pool. Without it,
vacancies will be even harder to
fill, and productivity rates could
slow as employers struggle to
recruit and/or miss out on good
candidates.
Examples of employers diversifying
their workforce, supported by
ERSA members funded through
ESF. For example, the bank which
was initially cautious of hiring a
blind person in their call centre
but found ways in which to adapt
the role and environment and at
the same time gained a greater
understanding of how to reach a
new customer group.
The IT company which now has
several programmers who are
autistic having realised they were
missing a highly effective talent
pool. The housing association
who made a simple adaptation for
their new employee to put in place
flexible lunch hours to enable him
to eat in peace and discovered
their wider workforce were happier
as they valued the same changes.
In addition, the impact on the
organisations providing support
to people to move into work or

progress will be catastrophic.
Many of ERSA’s members rely
on ESF funding to deliver their
services. For example, The
Salvation Army, which supports
the most disadvantaged into work,
reports that 60% of their activity is
funded by ESF. This is in addition
to the many colleges, SMEs, Local
Authorities, charities and private
sector organisations who also
receive ESF to provide additional
support services.
Without ESF or any replacement
funding many of these
organisations will struggle to
survive, and those that do survive
will need to implement vast
reductions in the volume of people
they can support. Significant
knowledge and service experience
of working with disadvantaged
groups and communities built
up over decades will be lost as
staff leave the sector through
redundancies, company closures
or fear of an uncertain future.
Disadvantaged communities
require these vital services for all
of their positive outcomes, and
this is only set to increase over the
coming months and years.

15

Organisations will face extreme
difficulties in ‘turning services
back on’ if there is a delay in
the government money coming
through.

WHY IS FUNDING FOR SOCIAL
PROGRAMMES SO IMPORTANT?
Despite the inroads ESF programmes have made, inequality
remains across our regions and between groups of people.
For example, disabled people are still more than twice as
likely to be unemployed as non-disabled people (Labour
Force survey 2018) and only 17 per cent of ex-offenders
manage to get a job within one year of release from prison.

Further, the Social Mobility
Commission’s state of the
Nation report (2017) concluded
that there is ‘a growing gulf
between our country’s great
cities (especially London) and
those towns and counties
that are being left behind
economically and hollowed out
socially… some parts of the
country are far more conducive
to social mobility than others’.
For example,

• One-quarter of young people
are NEET in South Ribble
compared with 1 per cent in North
Hertfordshire.
• In 71 largely rural areas, over 30
per cent of people earn below
the voluntary living wage: average
wages in the worst-performing
area, West Somerset, are £312
a week, less than half those in
the best-performing areas of
Wandsworth, Richmond upon
Thames and Westminster.
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• In Bolsover, just 17 per cent of
residents are in professional and
managerial occupations compared
with 51 per cent in Oxford.
Social programmes such as
ESF funded services seek to
address this disparity. They
target people and communities
who are disadvantaged in the
labour market and/or neglected
or poorly served by mainstream
provisions. This includes disabled
people, ex-offenders, the longterm unemployed, those living in
rural communities or with multiple
barriers to work.

ESF’s funding rules include
participation targets to ensure
these groups are reached and
supporting, with funding amounts
agreed based on the level of
need in a LEP area. For example,
areas with high deprivation and
disadvantage, e.g. Cornwall and
the Isles of Scilly, are classified
as less developed regions and
receive more funding per person
than those classified as more
developed to ensure support is
targeted where it is needed most.

Without a fund that takes account
of differences in wealth and growth
across the UK, people living in
less economically developed/more
deprived areas stand to fall further
behind. If the UKSPF does not
consider social economic factors
and priority need in its allocation,
we risk investment being focused
on high growth areas to gain quick
wins in increased productivity
rather for people who need it in
areas of deprivation.
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For those people living in areas
where it is already hard to get a
job it will become even harder,
widening the gap in poverty, skills
and employment rates across our
country.
Employers in these areas will
increasingly struggle to recruit
candidates with the right skills,
impacting on local economies.

WHAT ARE THE PLANS TO
REPLACE ESF IN THE UK?
In its 2017 manifesto the Conservative
government committed to the creation of
a new UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF),
linked to LEP Industrial Strategies, with the aim
of reducing inequalities (reflecting the primary
objective of ESF) by raising productivity.
In 2018 the government ran a series of
pre-consultation events; with the expectation
a formal consultation period would follow.
But the lack of clarity of what,
how much and where this spend
is going to be directed is having
an increasingly adverse impact
on the organisations delivering
support at the frontline.
Few further details on the
development of the UKSPF, including
the value of the fund, what it will be
for and how it will be commissioned,
have emerged and the government’s
planned consultation has not yet
materialised, following several
delays. In the summer of 2019, the
Prime Minister made other spending

commitments designed to replace
EU structural funding (i.e. ERDF),
including a £2 billion increase in
funding for the Stronger Towns Fund.

necessary commitments to those
disadvantaged groups, including an
indication of the scale of funding to
be made available.

While supporting local business
and creating the local environment
for prosperity is key these policies
need to be matched by increasing
the capacity of the local workforce
to take up those opportunities.
Without funding which supports
those farther from the labour market
to gain skills and enter employment
those local communities cannot
thrive. Yet we are still to hear the

It has been reported that further
details will not be released until 2020,
but this is too late.
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Whilst there is ESF funding
committed to 2023, different
programmes are due to finish at
different times, e.g. funding for ESFA
ESF co-financed projects must be
spent by 2020. This will result in
a slow fizzling out of services and

less and less people supported to
move towards and into work as
programmes come to an end.
Given that it can take years to
develop a fund properly, the
government needs to design,
implement and procure this brand
new, complex and multi-functional
set of programmes in time to replace
funding for services due to finish in
coming years.
With no security of funding, this could
lead to increased unemployment
rates amongst the harder to help,

widening skills gaps between rich
and poor, reduced support for
employers to recruit and diversify
their workforce and negative impacts
on government social policy targets,
e.g. closing the employment gap for
disabled people.
The prospect of a ‘gap’ in funding
is the ‘nightmare scenario’. As
Graham Duxbury (Chief Executive,
Groundwork UK) warned the Work
and Pensions Committee ‘you will
lose infrastructure, you will lose
knowledge, you will lose delivery, you
will lose support for clients and you
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will lose organisations.’ (Work and
Pensions Committee, Oral Evidence:
European Social Fund, HC 848 (Feb
2018).
Therefore, whether this guarantee of
funding sits within a newly developed
Shared Prosperity Fund in time, or
exists within an extension of current
ESF provision until the new system
is up and running, in the short term
clarity is needed right across the
employability landscape in order to
ensure that this ‘nightmare scenario’
doesn’t become reality.

HOW CAN WE CREATE A NEW
EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS FUND
THAT WORKS FOR OUR COUNTRY?

The opportunity is there for the
UKSPF, to work better for the UK
than its European predecessor.
The UK government has a chance
to rewrite the blueprint for support
for disadvantaged people and
communities.

The UKSPF has the potential
to help the UK move towards
a more inclusive economy,
through better targeting of
funding to help those who are
furthest behind.
By investing in helping those with
barriers to employment enter the
labour market and progress, we
will ensure more people have the
right skills and opportunities to ‘get
on’. This will boost UK productivity
and growth across all our regions
and localities, reducing inequality
between communities.
Targeting funding will ensure we
recognise different talents and
build more inclusive workforces, to
generate both economic and social
benefits.
It will also ensure we continue to
deliver on key government social
policies, e.g. one million more
disabled people in work, which
will be adversely impacted without

a proper focus on support for
people.
In 2018 ERSA jointly published
a report with the NCVO with
six recommendations on how
to design a successor fund
to ESF endorsed by over 30
expert organisations including
funders, businesses, charities and
thinktanks.
THESE STATED THAT THE
UKSPF SHOULD:
• Deliver interventions that reflect
the links between health, wellbeing
and employment. We know the
government is looking at local
strategies, e.g. Local Industrial
Strategies produced by Local
Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs),
to help join funding together.
Whilst having a local focus
routed in knowledge of skills
and labour needs, channelling
funding through LEPs alone may
present issues when service
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users need cross-barrier support,
e.g. a female offender released
from prison or individuals with
disabilities that require specialist
support.
• Be developed and delivered
through multi-agency and
multisectoral community
partnerships. Co-production
should be front and centre,
bringing together charities,
statutory partners, LEPs, skills,
training, employment support
providers and other partners with
specific areas of expertise and
knowledge of local and regional
needs to develop commissioning
strategies and services. Service
users should also be involved
as equal partners bringing lived
experience of barriers.
Locality, the national network
supporting community
organisations, proposes the use
of citizen panels and a percentage
of UKSPF funding passed directly
to local people to fund their own
initiatives and economic priorities.
This approach will help foster
innovation and inform better
targeting to meet local and
national priorities.
• Foster innovation, bringing in
new actors and finding new
approaches. The fund should be
partly used to develop innovative
ways of tackling entrenched social
problems.
By broadening the mix of delivery
and development partners to
include non-traditional actors
with a good understanding and

engagement with disadvantaged
groups, a successor fund to
ESF could significantly improve
the reach and effectiveness of
employment, skills and learning
provision.
This could include using service
users and volunteers in the
planning, development and
delivery, capitalising on their
unique insight into what works
to inform and improve services
and/or involving city mayors in
the planning and development of
employment and skills support for
vulnerable groups to align with,
and support, government’s local
growth and devolution agenda.
• Include a mix of long- and shortterm funding for stability and
flexibility. Short term grants will
allow smaller providers to access
funding directly and enable
testing of innovation. Pilot and
grant based contracts should
sit alongside more longer-term
funding (3+ years) and larger scale
programmes that benefit from
lower costs through economies of
scale and give providers a degree
of certainty on which to develop
strategies. Larger contracts will
also allow for more preventative
work and better measurement of
long-term impacts and outcomes.
• Involve a better and quicker
process to identify need and
allocate funds. Identification of
need should be locally driven
and flexible to account for
changing landscapes. Simplified
administration requirements
will remove current barriers for

smaller providers and improve
engagement/experience of service
users as less time is spent on
completing paperwork.
Best practice can be drawn from
the Big Lottery funded ‘Talent
Match’ programme, as highlighted
in the House of Commons Work
and Pension Committee report
on ESF (March 2018), which
recognised that Talent Match
‘struck a good balance between
ensuring accountability for funds
and limiting the bureaucratic
burden on providers.
FEATURES THAT HAD
WORKED WELL INCLUDED:
• A finance model where 50% of
fees were paid to providers upfront as a service fee and 50%
provided on a payment by results
basis.
This ensured providers had
sufficient working capital, covering
overheads and running costs—
particularly important for smaller
providers—but also incentivised
good performance.
• The flexibility to move funds from
one budget heading to another
within the programme to meet
changing circumstances or
unforeseen barriers, enabling
flexibility in provision.
• The ability to create special
funds to meet specific need: for
example, wage funds to underpin
effective employment placements’
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• Ensure ease of access for
providers of all sizes and sectors.
A mixed economy of providers,
ranging from large private sector
to micro/charitable organisations,
is most effective in administrating
and delivering support services.
There must be sufficient funding
to replace ESF and this must
be identified in 2019/20. In the
long term, we can build a more
effective, more efficient system
to enable even more people to
receive the employability help they
need. In the short term, we must
enable this transition to take place
by supporting those organisations
currently delivering those services.

CALL TO ACTION
Ensuring the continued investment in employment
and skills support will help build economic resilience
and improve health and wellbeing outcomes within
communities across the UK. Importantly, it will help
prepare for any future economic challenges and address
skills shortages. Together, we can build a funding system
which works better for the UK, is more flexible and has
less bureaucracy. To do this, we must ensure that:

1

• The new fund helps the
UK achieve its post-Brexit
potential by providing
support for disadvantaged
groups and communities
that often fall through
the gaps of existing state
provision.

2
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• Funding for employment
and skills support allocated
from the new fund will
not fall below levels that
would have been received
through ESF funding had
the UK remained in the
EU. If devolution is to
play a significant role in
the successor initiative, a
minimum level should be set
for local areas to spend on
ESF-orientated programmes.

5

3
• There will be no funding gap
between the closure of EU ESF
funding and the distribution of
new funding to ensure there is
no permanent loss of expertise,
infrastructure or partnerships
for frontline organisations, and
consequently, vital support for
disadvantaged jobseekers and
learners.

• The new fund offers willl
offer more flexibility and
nd
less bureaucracy to enable
nable
a broad range of expert
ert
providers to access it.
t. This
should be supported by
a mix of short- and longngterm contracts to facilitate
litate
innovation alongside stability.

4
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• The new fund is integrated
with other funding streams
to enable services to
support people with
multiple needs more
effectively, this should be
achieved at both national
and local level.

In the absence of a formal government
consultation, ERSA has invited a
range of organisations who represent
organisations across the sector to
provide comment on the importance
of replacing ESF.
These are intended to help shape the
development of the new funding and
highlight the importance of retaining at
least the equivalent amount of funding
as received through ESF for social
inclusion and employment programmes.

Download a digital version at:
ersa.org.uk/sharingprosperity
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SHAW TRUST
THIRD SECTOR PROVIDER
DELIVERING ESF PROJECTS

Putting people first: why
the UK government should
ring-fence funding for social
projects in the UKSPF

As a frontline charity with a mission
to transform lives, Shaw Trust has
built powerful partnerships across the
private, public and voluntary sectors
to harness the European Social Fund
(ESF) to help people with some of the
most complex needs and challenges.
In particular, we have supported
70,000 disabled people to find work,
gain new skills, improve their wellbeing and lead independent lives
through the ESF.

Charlie Garnett and Mark Hoda,
Shaw Trust, August 2019

If the current Prime Minister is to deliver on his laudable
pledge to address the opportunity gaps facing ‘left
behind’ people, as well as places, it is vital that the
proposed UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF) contains
ring-fenced funding to continue to support some of our
most vulnerable people and address unemployment,
poverty and social exclusion. This is particularly vital as
it is these people who often miss out on other funding
streams and social programmes.
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INTRODUCTION
The European Social Fund (ESF) and the proposed UK
Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF) are not necessarily
issues which sit at the forefront of public consciousness.
A quick Google search of both brings up a mixture of
government pages, reports and briefings but very little
of which is likely to saturate into public consciousness.
While much of the general public may not be aware of
what ESF funding is, they are most likely more aware of
its outcomes, as it helps friends, family and community
members across the UK into work.
The fund has made “vital
contributions to a variety of
projects across the country” with
around £500 million of funding
being received each year helping
to transform lives across the UK.
The ESF supports some of the
most vulnerable people in the UK,
helping them improve their skills
and supporting them into work.
In our contribution to this timely
publication, we want to illustrate
why it is essential that under the
UKSPF, or any other proposed
successor to the ESF, funding is
ring-fenced to ensure people with
complex needs still get the vital
support the ESF has provided
. This ring fenced funding for
social programmes must not fall
below levels that would have been
received through ESF funding
had the UK remained in the EU.
In short, the UKSPF must retain
a focus on people. Doing this will
help it achieve its wider objectives
of reducing inequality across
communities and increasing
productivity.
Shaw Trust, like a number of
other third sector organisations,

is a beneficiary of ESF funding,
which helps fund a number of
our key employment support
and well-being contracts such
as the Department of Work and
Pensions’ legacy programmes
Work Choice and Work
Programme and current Specialist
Employment Support provision,
the National Lottery Community
Fund’s Aim4Work and HM Prisons
and Probation Service’s CF03
provision.
Put simply, without funding
from the ESF, Shaw Trust would
not have been able to support
70,000 disabled people and
ex-offenders to gain new skills,
improve their wellbeing and find
work, over the past few years.
Crucially, the people supported
by ESF funding often miss out
on other funding streams and
social programmes. For example,
HMPPS CFO3 contracts support
the rehabilitation of sex workers,
Aim4Work helps those with mental
ill health get into work and the
ESF Older Workers programme
provides specialist employability
support to older workers in certain

London boroughs. Evidence from
The Learning and Work Institute
suggests that many disabled
people have not always been
accessing, or able to access,
certain national employability
programmes[2]. Now with fewer
national employment support
programmes available, the ESF is
essential for extending the reach of
employment support to vulnerable
individuals and communities.
It is also of note that ESF funding
is often targeted at those
individuals who may still be some
distance from the labour market,
with several potential barriers
to entry that may need to be
broken down. For example, ESF
co-funding of HMPPS’s CFO3
programme has enabled Shaw
Trust to transform the lives of
nearly 9,000 offenders and exoffenders, some of whom are
particularly vulnerable, such as
former sex workers. Additionally,
our Aim4Work programme in
London has provided employment
and career development support
to 500 people with common
mental health conditions.

[1] Communities and Local Government Committee, European Regional Development Fund, 4 July 2012.
[2] This essay refers primarily to the UKSPF due the Conservative party committing to this in their 2017 manifesto. However, should another party gain power
then the principles discussed in this essay of how ESF funding should be replaced hold true even if a new name is given to the fund.
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These programmes are targeted
at specific cohorts who as a group
often do not enjoy the same high
employment rate of the current
UK average. Just 26.2 percent of
disabled people experiencing long
term mental illness or phobias as
their primary or most significant
health issue are estimated to be in
employment[3].
If we are to continue to support
some of the most vulnerable
people in society, it is vital that
the ESF’s successor, the UKSPF,
has ring-fenced funding for social
programmes in the future, helping
those in society who need the
support most to achieve their
potential. Shaw Trust is calling
for the UKSPF to have a real
focus on people. By focusing
on people, the UKSPF will be
able to achieve its primary aim
of ‘reducing inequalities between
communities’ . We are still waiting
for the government to consult on
the UKSPF; a consultation that
was initially promised to open by
the end of 2018, and we have
some concerns about the way
the fund is being spoken about
by government, and the direction
in which it could be heading.
The UKSPF is linked to the
government’s Industrial Strategy
and it has committed to projects
which will help the growth of
regions and infrastructure – the
European Regional Development
Fund (ERDF) part of European
Funding - rather than the ESF
part. ERDF funding provides
support to small businesses and
to local authorities to fund local
developments. While this is an
important part of efforts to reduce
inequalities between local areas,
without a locality also having a
skilled and healthy workforce,
local growth projects will fail.
Therefore, retaining the ESF’s
focus on people is so important.
Helping every member of a local
community to access support,
develop their skills and enter work
helps local areas to become more

productive overall. Combined
with the social justice angle,
there is a compelling case for the
government to commit to ringfencing funding within the UKSPF
for social projects.
Failure to replace ESF, or not ringfencing funding to help the most
vulnerable, could lead to a lot of
people having support withdrawn.
This failure will also greatly impact
the sector which delivers ESF
programmes, many of whom are
third sector organisations and/or
smaller community organisations
who depend on ESF funding.
Replacement funding is vital
to ensure that charities can
keep on delivering services in
their local communities. Some
organisations have already gone
into administration , due to the
squeeze in funding and the
employment support sector in
particular has built up expertise
and knowledge over many years
which will quickly be lost if the
funding is removed. This kind
of expertise and infrastructure
cannot be quickly scaled up
once removed. This means that
local people would not be getting
the local services they need to
transform their lives; for example,
local mental health support groups
or classes to help a non-English
speaking ex-offender develop
language skills to help find and
keep a job.
For similar reasons, there must not
be a gap between the introduction
of the UKSPF and the end of the
ESF. The previous Chancellor
committed to maintaining existing
ESF funding until the end of
2020. With no consultation
and no published plans for the
introduction of the UKSPF, and
with Brexit and election uncertainty
meaning the government focus is
firmly elsewhere, time is running
short for the successor scheme
to be designed and implemented
effectively. This gap between
funds would deprive many third

sector organisations such as our
Aim4Work partner – the Bromley
by Bow centre – of funding to run
vital services in the communities
where they work. It is therefore
crucial that the UKSPF is
effectively implemented in a timely
matter with the money ring-fenced
to support the people who really
need it.
HOW SHAW TRUST IS
USING ESF FUNDING TO
TRANSFORM LIVES
- DAVID[5] INVOLVED IN GANG
ACTIVITY: CFO3
CFO3 is a programme co-funded
by the European Social Fund
for England and is aimed at
improving the social inclusion of
ex-offenders, in a bid to improve
their lives and reduce re-offending
through access to mainstream
services, training, and employment
opportunities.
David, a CFO3 programme
participant, was heavily involved
in gang activity and also tied in
with a murder charge due to this
heavy gang engagement. He was
also sentenced to three years in
custody due to supplying Class
A Drugs. Growing up, David did
not have a lot of support from his
family and resorted to hanging
out with people on the streets. He
had no understanding of healthy
boundaries and saw no future for
himself. He felt gang life was his
only option. Whenever he went
to apply for a job, people saw his
criminal conviction and rejected
him. This lowered his self-esteem
and made him grow a very
negative image of professionals.
Only Connect case managers,
part of Shaw Trust’s specialist
supply chain for HMPPS CFO3,
saw past David’s issues and
showed him that although he has
a conviction, this doesn’t mean he
has no purpose in his life. David
was initially so negative that when

[3] https://www.learningandwork.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Work-and-Health_Halving_the_Gap_FINAL_1.pdf
[4] https://www.tuc.org.uk/sites/default/files/Mental_Health_and_Employment.pdf
[5] https://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-8527
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he would meet people, he would
tell them to Google his name to
see all the negativity, instead of
talking himself because he was so
used to being judged. After doing
intensive work with David, Only
Connect were able to bring out his
potential and build his confidence.
He was introduced to different
activities which helped him be
able to judge himself based off his
skills rather than his past. Some
of these exercises involved him
having to come out of his comfort
zone such as teaching him how
to disclose his criminal record
in front of the whole team and
public speaking. Only Connect
introduced him to a partnership
they had developed with Nando’s.
David was fully prepared for his
interview because he had been
taught to be open about his
convictions and to be proud of
who he is. His securing of a job
saw him go from selling drugs
on the street and being heavily
involved in gang culture to now
having professional and healthy
relationships with other people
and a future.
PAUL[6] – AIM4WORK
Aim4Work is a specialist
employability programme for
people with common mental
health conditions living in South
London, North London and East
London funded by the European
Social Fund and The National
Lottery Community Fund.
Paul has Bi-Polar and Generalised
Anxiety Disorder. He self-referred
to Shaw Trust’s Aim4Work
programme. The issues that
Paul faced daily included his
accommodation (he rarely felt safe
where he lived), a lack of energy
and low self-confidence and
did not feel good about himself.
Despite all of these challenges
Paul wanted to work, and Shaw
Trust were able to support him.

Paul was allocated to one of our
Employer Specialists (ES) who
created a safe environment where
he could express concerns about
his mental health. Additionally,
a ‘welfare benefits calculation’
was conducted to ensure Paul
was receiving all the benefits he
was entitled to. This calculation
highlighted how much Paul would
be ‘better off’ if in employment.
Vocational profiling was
undertaken, and support provided
for CV writing and completing
application forms, which was
proving to be a barrier. The ES
carried out job searching with
Paul, and provided support
concerning disclosure of his
health conditions to employers.
Paul also received intensive oneto-one training with his ES to
enable him to improve his personal
interactions, confidence and
positivity. The ES also provided
employer engagement, which
proved successful in helping
Paul secure employment in an
independent concept store,
combining Scandinavian inspired
clothing, homewares and barista
coffee. Paul struggled with the
training process for the role,
resulting in two missed training
days. But the ES secured Paul’s
permission to contact his new
employer to discuss the situation
and reschedule the training.
This has resulted in sustained
employment for Paul, with ongoing
in-work support from his ES, such
as developing strategies for coping
with anxiety in the workplace.
A VISION FOR A PEOPLE
CENTRED UKSPF
The current Prime Minister, Boris
Johnson, has rightly identified
the urgent need to address the
opportunity gaps and regional
disparities across the country.
We very much hope the Prime
Minister and his team will not lose
sight of their important 2015 and
2017 manifesto commitments to
reduce the disability gap. If the

[6] Name changed for anonymity
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government is to achieve these
very laudable aims, they must take
both a person-centred as well
as place-based approach. The
government is rightly targeting
places, and particularly ‘left
behind’ communities, through
national and local industrial
strategies, skills plans and the
new Stronger Towns Fund. But,
alongside these initiatives it is vital
that government makes sure that
it retains the ESF’s people focused
approach, through its UKSPF
successor.
Despite the risk of the UKSPF
not adequately replacing the ESF,
there is a huge opportunity for the
UKSPF to improve on elements of
the ESF and reduce inequalities
across the UK. It has been
widely highlighted that some ESF
practices are overly bureaucratic,
with too much focus on paperwork
taking away time and resource
from supporting people on the
frontline. For example, some
contracts require a lengthy form to
be completed when a participant
commences a programme.
Completing these forms is timeconsuming and impersonal,
preventing rapport being built
with Shaw Trust’s Advisers, and
leading people to disengage. The
bureaucracy has been especially
problematic for smaller providers
who may not have the resource
to take on overly bureaucratic
contracts. The UKSPF has a real
opportunity to move away from
the paperwork-laden approach of
ESF and offer programmes that
are holistic and break down silos
to help the government reach its
key objectives.
We also believe that the UKSPF
must retain a local focus. The
UKSPF should be overseen and
allocated by publicly accountable
bodies in a way that is transparent
and joined up with other
relevant public funding streams
and strategies to support our
communities after Brexit.

At present we are not convinced
that it is adequate for Local
Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) to
oversee and allocate the UKSPF.
The involvement of LEPs, and
particularly the business and
industry representatives that sit
on them, is important, and they
should be consulted on the use
of the UKSPF. However, if the
UKSPF is to make a real, tangible
difference to individuals’ lives and
local communities, local authorities
and Combined Authorities should
have overall and lead control of the
UKSPF.
Furthermore, by giving
elected politicians, local and
Combined Authority officials lead
responsibility for the UKSPF, it
will be much easier to connect
UKSPF programmes with existing
local and national provision such
as national and local skills and
industrial strategies and the
proposed Stronger Towns Fund.
This will help to ensure that
programmes complement and
reinforce each other, rather than
duplicate activity.
However, in some circumstances,
a mixed economy of local and
national provision is needed,
as a local approach may not
be sufficient to support some
individuals with complex needs.
For example, there is a need to
retain support for ex-offenders
currently delivered by HMPPS at
a national level. This is due to the
need to coordinate support for
ex-offenders effectively over large
geographies. For example, the
prison an individual is released
from is often not in the same
area where they will live and be
supervised during probation. A
national approach for this group
of individuals would ensure that
prisons, probation and providers
can work together over large
geographies, which a local
approach solely cannot offer.

Taking a nuanced, forward thinking
and evidence led approach to the
design of the UKSPF will ensure
that people with complex needs
will not lose out on vital and
transformative support.
WHO SHOULD THE FUND BE
TARGETED AT?
We want to see a ring-fenced
fund that supports those that the
ESF currently supports, as well as
being open to other marginalised
groups who struggle to access
existing employment and skills
programmes. It will be important
to get the right balance between
ensuring support for groups who
are currently helped by the fund is
maintained but also recognising
the opportunity to take a step
back from what went before and
understand which groups and
areas the new fund should be
targeted at.
We think the UKSPF should
play a key role in supporting
the government to achieve their
disability employment targets.
Research commissioned by the
Disability Benefit Consortium
states that changes to the welfare
system over the past ten years
have left disabled adults four
times worse off financially than
non-disabled adults.[7] In this
context, it is vital the UKSPF has
the opportunity to deliver holistic
support programmes which aim
to reduce the disability
employment gap, which has
remained stubbornly at around
30% for many years[8].

A second group of people who
we advocate the fund plays a
key role in supporting is those in
in-work poverty. Research from
the Joseph Rowntree Foundation
shows that the number of workers
in poverty had risen to four million.
This means that roughly one
in eight people in the economy
can now be classified as working
poor.[10]
While employment rates are at
record levels the UK’s welfare bill
remains high and a key cause
of this is low wages.[11] Not only
is low pay pushing people into
poverty and creating a high
welfare bill, it is also linked to
low productivity, another major
challenge the UK faces and which
the UKSPF has a key role to
play in combatting. Shaw Trust
has delivered an ESF funded
programme in London which
successfully supports people in
low-paid work to progress either
through increased pay or an
improved contract as a result.
We have called for eligibility
criteria for future employment
support programmes, at national
and local level, to be opened-up
to include those in low pay. The
UKSPF offers a good opportunity
to commission more programmes
which support people in low pay
as well as building an evidence
base for what works when
supporting this cohort to progress.

Furthermore, we advocate that
future disability, health and
employment support should be
centred on policy solutions that
are co-produced with disabled
people and span the whole
government infrastructure – from
national to local government.[9]

[7] https://disabilitybenefitsconsortium.wordpress.com/2019/07/16/has-welfare-become-unfair-a-new-report-by-the-disability-benefit-consortium/
[8] https://disabilitybenefitsconsortium.wordpress.com/2019/07/16/has-welfare-become-unfair-a-new-report-by-the-disability-benefit-consortium/
[9] https://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7540
[10] https://www.learningandwork.org.uk/opportunity-for-all/
[11] https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/dec/04/four-million-british-workers-live-in-poverty-charity-says
[12] https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/labourmarketeconomiccommentary/april2019
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CONCLUSION
The UK Shared Prosperity Fund offers a real opportunity
for the Prime Minister to deliver on his pledge to address
the opportunity gaps facing ‘left behind’ people. The
government can build on the success of the ESF and
design a fund that can address the opportunity gaps that
remain in the UK, particularly for those with disabilities and
mental health conditions. Get the design right and the fund
will enable frontline organisation to transform even more
lives than ESF did by ensuring resources can be devoted
to frontline delivery and programme beneficiaries.
However, to do this the government must commit to put
people first and ring-fence funding for social projects in the
UKSPF. Otherwise, the UKSPF will be a missed opportunity
to support individuals with complex needs to gain the skills
and support they need to build successful careers, and a
missed opportunity to further help communities to increase
their productivity and prosper.
Shaw Trust urges the government to commit to ringfencing UKSPF funding to social projects which support
people to transform their lives and to commit to introducing
this fund urgently. A commitment from the government on
this front cannot come soon enough.
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THE SALVATION ARMY
THIRD SECTOR ORGANISATION
SUPPORTING VULNERABLE PEOPLE

Defining a Future Proofed
Fund: Future of the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund
Annie Dell
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INTRODUCTION
Imagine a situation I found myself recently in. Sitting
across from a man, well over six foot, tattooed, and in his
early fifties. Or he looks like he is, but it can be hard to tell,
as he has said, 25 years in prison will age a man.
25 years in prison, for murder. The longest time a person
can be locked up for, in Britain. And now he is recently
out, sitting across from me, looking for work.

For organisations like The
Salvation Army, who have a
long history helping people, we
understand the amount of time,
support – and frankly, love –
that it takes to help this man
back into society.
And many others recognise that.
Many people across the country
volunteer and donate their time to
our local services. However, what
many also tend to forget is that
this sort of personalised and long
term support is expensive. It costs
money to provide the expertise,
support, and time needed
to access employment after
spending so long out of society.
So, who pays for this? There will
be more than a few people who
would recoil from spending taxes
on such individuals. Politics is at
its heart a zero sum game, and
many would much rather see their
money go into funding the NHS,
schools, police services, and their
rubbish collection. Not invest in a
murderer.

(It’s these people I write for, those
who make my job advocating for
these services both so challenging
and so rewarding.)
And it is exactly for that reason
that so many of these social
programmes have to come
from a pool of various funding
streams, with the EU as the largest
contributor.
But as is the point of this
publication, come 2020, we will no
longer have access to European
money, specifically the European
Social Fund (ESF). And, right now,
we have precious few details on
what is going to happen next.
One of the few details we do have
is the general consensus that the
replacement to European funds,
the UK Shared Prosperity Fund,
should prioritise inclusive growth
and narrowing regional economic
disparity, but nothing much more.
As a result, the conversation
around UKSPF has been limited
and missing key components for
success. We believe we need to
braver in what we seek this new
opportunity to be.
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We cannot lose the purpose and
the success of ESF programmes:
to invest in people who haven’t
been invested in. Our collective job
is to improve the situations of the
most vulnerable in society.
Lack of concrete thinking from
government has driven a lack
of creative thinking and lack
of innovation around such
a significant investment and
potential opportunity. Current
thinking around UKSPF has,
therefore, been limited, focussing
only on the structural side of the
funding, with terms like ‘inclusive
growth’ left vague, and open to
misinterpretation.
Too many public discussions
around inclusive growth fail to
capture the full requirements on
what makes inclusive growth plans
successful.

Current thinking around using
UKSPF to deliver inclusive growth
does rightly acknowledge the
importance of:
1.
Increasing economic investment,
including investment in high
productivity sectors as well as
investment in labour market
opportunities for people in low
pay.
2.
Continuous access to education
and skills, to enable people the
qualifications needed to access
higher paid work.
However, what is missing from
national discussion at the moment
is the third key enabler of inclusive
growth:
3.
Proactive labour market
interventions that connect all
individuals who want to work to
the labour market.
For those close to the labour
market, these sorts of
interventions are light touch.
They include good investment
in careers guidance, and strong
links between education and
apprenticeship opportunities.
However, careers guidance
alone is not going to tackle the
individual, social, and institutional
barriers to work that a man
coming out of 25 years in prison
faces.
When we speak of inclusive
growth, we need to speak about
what it truly means to connect
people to economic opportunities.
We need to speak about what it
means to connect people, who
are most isolated, and who face
the greatest barriers to the labour
market. We need to speak about
how inclusive growth policy will
work for everyone.
Social programmes funded by ESF
have been a key mechanism in
delivering this critical third aspect

of successful, inclusive growth.
UKSPF must prioritise continuing
on the strong legacy and impact
of what ESF funded programmes
have achieved in delivering
employment for those facing
complex barriers. For UKSPF to
be successful, it must guarantee
that it is able to improve the
situation of those who are socially
and economically excluded.
Inclusive growth has to work for
those who have not yet enjoyed
the rewards of national successes.
Inclusive growth policy only
succeeds when it also prioritises
policy that provides clear routes
of support for those with complex
barriers into work.
I recognise that maintaining the
status quo isn’t the most exciting
policy proposal, but it’s important
we understand who needs help,
and what works to help them. And
right now, we need to prioritise
programmes that address the
range of barriers that many people
face from accessing our national
economic successes.
INCLUSIVE GROWTH
CHARTER
Within the current limited policy
discussion on UKSPF, there
has been a prioritisation around
inclusive growth being the focal
point of the new funding priorities.
The government has set out
that the purpose of the fund is
to ‘reduce inequalities between
communities across our four
nations’ through sustainable
inclusive growth, based on our
modern industrial strategy.
Inclusive growth is necessary for
sustained economic growth, and
we need to define what inclusive
growth looks like for those furthest
from the labour market. It’s easy to
define what increased productivity
looks like, but we need to define
what successful inclusive growth
looks like for those who have been
left behind. To that end, I propose
that the sector define what true
inclusive growth entails, specifically
what has been left out of the
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UKSPF consultation – proactive
labour market interventions that
connect all individuals who want to
work to economic opportunities.
In order to have a shared
understanding of what inclusive
growth requires, we need a shared
definition, through a charter that
employment providers, the third
sector, and government agree on.
In order to achieve true inclusive
growth for the most marginalised,
those who are currently supported
through ESF funded programmes,
we need to have a shared
understanding of what inclusive
growth entails. This includes:
- Active links between third sector,
employers, and government to
open up employment pathways for
people who are marginalised.
- Strong training opportunities, which
include long term support and
careers guidance.
- Funding for active labour market
programmes to bridge people to
local economic opportunities.
- Local joint working to identify best
practice to connect people who
want to work, to current vacancies.
SHORT-TERM FUNDING
FLEXIBILITY
Looking forward, the present
picture of steady economic growth
is potentially going to change,
and our labour market priorities
are going to change as well. We
are already seeing a slowing
labour market, and are already
starting to see its effects on the
ground. In particular, we are
seeing an increase of closures of
large employers. Whether it’s on
our high streets or the closure of
factories in single economy areas,
we are seeing tremors in our
economic seismograph. We need
to be prepared to support local
economies, not only long term, but
also when they fall into unexpected
hard times and UKSPF could and
should provide an avenue to do
that.

While UKSPF should be delivered
through long term funding,
allocated by regional need,
there is an opportunity for us
also to think bigger about what
else this funding can do. On
top of long-term funding to help
people tackle complex and
institutionalised barriers to work,
we should consider how funding
can support local communities,
as and when they need a
reactionary boost. Let’s create a
Shared Prosperity Fund that is
able to both address long-term
structural problems and remain
flexible and reactive to future
needs.
Now, here is the part where I
get controversial. The main heft
of UKSPF should be allocated
based on need, and I agree
with the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation’s recommendations
that funding should be allocated
based on employment rate and
earnings of the least well off by
region.

IN THE END
Society only works when institutions work for everyone.
This is why the EU has for so long provided funding to
enable member states to fund programmes that help
people furthest from the labour market to succeed, to
thrive, to live financially and socially independent, and to
contribute to society using their unique strengths.
We are on the cusp of losing billions of pounds dedicated
to help vulnerable people move back into society. We need
to come up with a solution for what happens next.
These programmes work. My friend who came out of
prison? He’s working. He’s working a good job for a local
fruit distributor. It took The Salvation Army just a matter of
months to help someone who has only re-joined back to
society after 25 years in prison to get his life back on track.
And it’s because this funding allows us to join up local
opportunities. We can’t let that go in the current inertia.

However, if we can make
part of the pot reactive, and
responsive to the increasing
localised, economic shocks, I
think that there is an opportunity
for allocation to be based off
market need. Funding can allow
local areas to join up and meet
the repercussions of economic
shocks with coordinated and
innovative approaches. Funding
could be flexible and reactionary
in areas where post-economic
shocks of Britain will be hit
hardest.
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ECORYS
POLICY AND RESEARCH CONSULTANCY
SUPPORTING POSITIVE IMPACT ON SOCIETY

Designing the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund
What the ESF evaluation
evidence tells us

“Thank you GRoW Project; Parents have reported that they
love coming to the session and can’t wait for the next week to
come. Their confidence has grown and they feel inspired by
you. Contribution to enabling parents and children to come out
of poverty, gain confidence and aspire to work is one of the
goals of our Children’s Centre. GRoW can helps this happen
that is why they are my Partner of Choice.”
Rosemarie Alphonse Children’s Centre Locality Lead
Yeading and Hayes Park Locality Hillingdon
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INTRODUCTION
The UKSPF will have a vital role to play in providing a
domestic replacement for European structural funds,
in particular the European Social Fund (ESF). Ensuring
the UKSPF is effectively designed is therefore a priority.
This paper seeks to inform this process by highlighting a
series of areas where considering existing evidence, from
previous evaluations of the ESF in particular, might be of
benefit.

Considering all of the pertinent
questions around UKSPF
design is beyond the scope
of this paper. The focus of
the discussion that follows
is thus on some of the more
significant overarching
considerations for the highlevel design of the fund.
What the ESF evidence tells
us is examined under the three
following broad areas:
• Who should the UKSPF target?
• Options for the ‘UKSPF delivery
architecture’
• Deciding on the UKSPF
programming period
The paper concludes by setting
out a series of ‘key considerations’
for UKSFP design and
implementation.
WHO SHOULD THE UKSPF
TARGET?
While the funding available for the
UKSPF is yet to be determined,
as with all publicly funded
programmes decisions will need
to be taken on where to focus the

available funds. Several options
are available. However, the key
decision is likely to be whether
to target employment and skills
support at the population as a
whole, or to identify particular
target groups in need of support.
The latter could be specific groups
facing evident disadvantage in
relation to the labour market – for
example, those with disabilities
or homeless people, or more
generally all those for whom
mainstream employability
support (e.g. from Jobcentre
Plus or initiatives such as the
Work and Health Programme)
is either unsuitable or appears
to be ineffective. There is also
the question of whether to focus
funding at the unemployed, or
economically inactive, to support
entry to the labour market, or at
those in work to develop skills
and support in-work progression.
Or equally, whether to adopt
a combination of the above
approaches.
To some extent, the above
decisions are dependent on which
political or policy priorities the
UKSPF will be used to support.
However, given that the ESF is
currently focused to a significant
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extent on supporting those facing
disadvantage in the labour market,
not targeting the UKSPF at groups
facing such disadvantage would
seem to leave an obvious gap.
As a recent Equality and Human
Rights Commission (EHRC) report
makes clear, the ESF represents
one of the only sources of longterm, multiannual funding for
people working with marginalised
groups and for small, grassroots
organisations. Equally, the
evaluation evidence consistently
highlights that the ESF’s particular
added value relates to its flexibility,
the ability to tailor support to
individual needs or those of
particular target groups, and
the effectiveness of the fund for
supporting those facing multiple
disadvantage.
While there is relatively limited
robust evidence on the differential
impacts of ESF support in
enabling particular groups to enter
work, the ESF impact evaluation
work that does currently exist
tends to support the view that ESF
has a relatively greater impact on
employment for those further from
the labour market compared to
those closer to it.

Analysis of DWP provision in
the previous ESF programme
found that, for groups that can
be presumed to be closer to
the labour market (claiming
Jobseekers Allowance), ESF
had a small positive impact on
employment, while for those
likely to be further from the labour
market (claiming Incapacity Benefit
or Employment Support Allowance
in this case), the positive impact
on employment was considerably
greater.
Again, from the perspective
of maximising the effect of the
available funding, this indicates
that the UKSPF can usefully focus
skills and employability support on
groups facing greater barriers to
labour market engagement.
This leaves the question of the
extent to which the UKSPF should
largely be used to fund skills
development for the unemployed
and inactive, or whether, and the
extent to which, funding should
also be targeted at raising skill
levels in general, including for
those in work.
One way of looking at this is
to consider whether there are
other routes for such funding
that might be more suitable,
and/or the extent to which such
provision already exists. While
supporting in-work progression
and raising workforce skills tallies
with Government priorities, and
is likely to form a component of
UKSPF funding, sources such
as the Adult Education Budget,
sector-based funding associated
with the Industrial Strategy, and
the developing apprenticeships
system and levy can be
considered from this perspective.
Alongside this, the expectation
that employers should support
in-work training suggests a more
specific focus for the skills support
component of the UKSPF.
While the ESF historically
supported broader skills
development, it did so only to
complement existing routes,

and it could be argued that the
UKSPF should take a similar
approach. Equally, evaluation
evidence from previous ESF
programmes highlights that, in
many cases, funding for skills
development was not always
fully additional or complementary
to existing sources. The need
to up-skill the unemployed
and inactive to remove labour
market barriers should probably
remain a key focus, therefore,
with complementary funding for
broader skills development only
coming under consideration where
the fund is the best route for this,
and/or existing routes or provision
are inadequate.
One example of the latter might
be to reserve part of the fund to
address particular challenges,
such as large-scale redundancies
leading to a need to up- or re-skill
the workforce, in a similar way to
the previous use of part of the ESF
for this purpose.
The above evidence indicates that
maintaining a focus on groups and
individuals facing significant and/
or multiple disadvantages, whether
unemployed or economically
inactive, should be a key
consideration for the UKSPF. The
ability of the ESF to tailor support
to the needs of particular groups is
likewise pertinent.
The UKSPF could usefully mirror
this in combining a focus on
disadvantage in general, with
specific targeted support for
groups where specialist support is
required.
If a focus on those further from
the labour market is adopted, this
could usefully be complemented
by targeting skills development
at those out of work as part of
a coherent strategy to move
individuals closer to, and into,
work, rather than funding skills
development more generally
where alternative (mainstream)
routes for this are likely to be more
appropriate.
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OPTIONS FOR THE ‘UKSPF
DELIVERY ARCHITECTURE’
Having considered who the UKSPF
should look to support, the next
question is how. Part of this relates
to how what might be termed the
‘delivery architecture’ of fund might
be designed. Currently, the ESF
is delivered differently in the four
devolved nations, though there
are some commonalities when
considered from a UK perspective.
The ‘match-funding’ requirement
to match European funds to
domestic sources has influenced
the development of a distinct
approach.
Typically, this combines thematically
focused larger scale programmes,
or groups of ESF projects, delivered
through particular organisations
that provide the match funding,
with smaller, more niche, local,
or individual projects. Such an
approach has the advantage, at
least in theory, of enabling support
to be delivered in a consistent and
coherent manner at scale, whilst
also responding to particular local
needs or those of particular target
groups.
One of the widely, though not
universally, acknowledged
successes of the ESF programme
as it developed over successive
programming periods concerns
the introduction of delivery at scale
as outlined above, for example
through co-financing organisations
(CFOs) in the English context,
or ‘lead partners’ in Scotland.
Such models seek to improve
the strategic direction of funding,
reduce the burden on ESF
providers to ‘match’ domestic with
European funding, and better align
the ESF to existing programmes.
While the UKSPF will avoid the
same match-funding requirements
as the ESF, the need to strategically
direct and align funding with
existing employability and skills
support will remain. This raises
some key questions around
how the fund can be managed
and distributed to achieve this

requirement, in particular the
degree of devolution that might be
adopted and how to combine the
presumed benefits of delivery at
scale (e.g. strategic direction and
coherence, cost) with ensuring
responsiveness to local needs.
The learning around effective
design of the delivery architecture
that the ESF has facilitated over
time in each of the devolved
nations, and how England,
Scotland, Wales, and Northern
Ireland have sought to adapt the
fund to their particular needs,
provides a strong a priori case
for maintaining the approach of a
single overseeing entity (Managing
Authority in ESF terms) in each
nation.
Indeed, the relevant devolution
settlements necessitate this.
However, within this context,
significant thinking about how
the UKSPF can most effectively
and efficiently ‘programme’ the
available funding is required.
Looking to combine larger
programmes or groups of projects
within the UKSPF, ideally while
maintaining responsiveness to
local needs, with more targeted
niche or local operations, appears
to be a common sense approach
in principle. However, evidence
from the ESF experience serves
to raise some likely challenges in
practice.
As noted, developing larger
programmes through co-financing
in the English context is generally
seen to have added strategic
direction and coherence. However,
evidence from the current
programme around attempts to
combine this with local influence
through, in this case, the strategic
influencing role given to Local
Enterprise Partnership (LEPs), is
mixed.
On the one hand, an evaluation
of the Youth Employment Initiative
(YEI) found that LEP engagement
varied between areas. On the
other, evidence shows that in
some cases LEPs found that

they were unable to influence
nationally designed co-financed
programmes to the degree or in
the ways envisaged. Equally, the
scope provided in the England
ESF Operational Programme (OP)
for so-called direct-bid delivery,
providing the potential for locally
focused funding to be accessed
directly from the MA, has formed
a much smaller component of
the programme than anticipated.
Likewise, there is as yet a lack
of evidence concerning take-up
or outcomes from the locally
focused community-led local
development (CLD) strand of the
ESF programme.
Available capacity and differential
levels of engagement or interest
at local levels could be challenges
for ensuring that the UKSPF is
able to embody an adequate local
dimension therefore.
In itself, this probably precludes
moving too far in the direction
of devolving funding to the local
level, especially when combined
with the additional management,
governance and delivery costs
that this can be presumed to
bring. In line with the UK’s general
devolutionary public policy shift
towards more local accountability,
control and influence, however,
it is clear that localism is likely
to form an important driver for
the design of the UKSPF. While
ensuring local responsiveness and
input has been a concern of the
ESF programme in the current
period in particular, as noted the
evidence available suggests that
there are no easy solutions to
combining the benefits of larger
programme elements with a local
dimension.
From the perspective of informing
the UKSPF, the experience of
the ESF strongly indicates that
attention should be paid to
ensuring that there is an adequate
infrastructure at sub-national level,
whether regional, sub-regional,
local, or a combination, to ensure
an effective approach in this area.
Such an infrastructure needs
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consideration, moreover, both in
terms of strategically influencing
the programme (e.g. ensuring
any nationally designed elements
are locally responsive) as well as
delivering it (e.g. providing scope
within the UKSPF for at least
some locally designed, managed
and delivered aspects, even if an
equivalent to the current ESF MAs
still retains overall oversight).
If designed carefully and given
adequate attention, the benefits
of smaller, locally-focused or
target-group specific, projects can
be brought into play alongside
larger-scale, more strategic and
consistent interventions.

DECIDING ON THE UKSPF
PROGRAMMING AND
FUNDING ALLOCATION
PERIOD
One further area for consideration
worth highlighting concerning
the design of the UKSPF is the
length of any programming period
that might be adopted. As noted,
on one hand studies such as
the EHRC report cited earlier
indicate the benefits of adopting
a multi-annual focus to ensure
consistency of funding. As the
report notes, such an approach
also reflects the likely needs of
potential UKSPF target groups
further from the labour market for
longer-term support.
On the other, the seven year
programming period of the ESF
has been questioned in terms of
requiring, albeit with scope for a
mid-term review, a programme to
be put in place over a timeframe
where very different economic
conditions may pertain at the
end compared to the start. In
designing the UKSPF, other
considerations will come into play
– whether such a programme can
span comprehensive spending
review periods or changes in
government, for example.

However, it would seem sensible
to seek to combine the strengths
of multi-annual programming
with designing-in some flexibility
to move funds around the
programme at certain intervals,
or equally retaining part of the
funding to facilitate a more
flexible response to particular
developments as they arise.
This combination of regular review
of allocations, for example after
three years, with a ‘reserve’
section of the fund that could be
prioritised and allocated annually
for instance, should enable the
focus of the programme to remain
current with social and economic
challenges, as well as enabling the
redistribution of under-spend for
example.
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KEY CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE DESIGN OF
THE UKSPF
The above discussion can inevitably only scratch
the surface of some of the complex and challenging
considerations that require examination in ensuring
that the UKSPF can act as an effective replacement
for the ESF.
Other key issues include choice of funding
mechanisms (e.g. outcome-based funding, grants,
or a combination) and ensuring that front-line delivery
reflects what is known about effective practice in
employability and skills support.

Equally, much about the fund,
including its size and the policy
priorities it will seek to support,
remains uncertain at the time of
writing. Nonetheless, examining the
ESF evaluation evidence has served
to flag up some of the key issues for
consideration, and perhaps pointed
to some possible solutions.
To conclude, the following issues
are advanced, not necessarily as
strong conclusions, but certainly as
key considerations to be taken into
account in the UKSPF’s design:

1.
Evidence suggests that a strong
focus is required on supporting
individuals facing multiple
disadvantage, particularly those
furthest from the labour market, if the
UKSPF is to fill the gap left by the
end of ESF support, with the design
of the programme needing to take
this into account as far as possible.

4.
Balancing the benefits of larger
scale programmes of related activity
with more specialised, local or
specific projects should be a key
focus in thinking through UKSPF
design, including how to play the
local dimension in effectively to
any nationally designed and driven
components of the programme.

2.
To ensure the best use of available
funds, employability and skills
support through the UKSPF is
likely to benefit from concentrating
on groups for which mainstream
programmes are either less effective,
or that are likely to face a funding and
support-gap in the absence of the
ESF.

5.
In determining the appropriate
programming timescale for the
UKSPF, consideration should be
given to the potential to combine the
benefits of multi-annual programming
with flexibility, in terms of the reallocation of funds and a possible
‘reserve’ fund, to react to changes in
economic conditions and particular
challenges arising.

3.
The UKSPF can usefully seek to build
on the knowledge and experience
gained within the devolved nations
around how to tailor employability
and skills support to their
circumstances.
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THE JOSEPH ROWNTREE FOUNDATION

The Joseph Rowntree
Foundation (JRF) is an
independent social change
organisation working to solve
UK poverty
Designing a Shared Prosperity
Fund
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INTRODUCTION
The UK’s vote to leave the EU put a spotlight on the gap
between areas of the UK that are prospering and those
that are struggling. It was a lack of vibrancy in some of
our towns and cities which contributed to the referendum
result, with many citizens just wanting to see a change,
any change, that might help to improve the prospects
of their local area. The strongest support for Leave was
registered in places outside of the UK’s metropolitan areas
that have struggled to adjust to economic change in
recent decades.
Recent focus groups held by
JRF and UK in a Changing
Europe starkly highlighted how
this economic divide is being
felt across the country (JRF &
(UKICE), 2019).
People in a wide variety of places,
from Leeds to Hastings, Newport
to Glasgow, told us that UK was
overly London-centric and other
areas were forgotten about,
stripped of investment, talent,
funding and attention as a result
of decisions being made with a
‘London mind-set’. But there was
also a feeling in smaller towns that
it was their larger neighbours that
got all the investment, resulting
in a feeling they were losing out
twice.
In his first speech outside of
London, Prime Minister Boris
Johnson, acknowledged this
challenge. He said that “too
many places…don’t feel they are
getting benefits from the growth
we are seeing elsewhere in the
UK economy” and committed
to “put proper money into the
places that need it”. He went on to
promise to “bring forward plans on
the UK Shared Prosperity Fund”

– the government’s proposed
replacement for EU funding
currently received by the UK’s
slower growing regions.
This fund has the potential to
revitalise support for slower
growing towns and cities and
begin to address the discontent
that was expressed in the UK
referendum vote for Brexit. If used
well, it can act as a vehicle to
make ‘inclusive growth’ – growth
that enables more people and
places to both contribute to and
benefit from economic success
(RSA, 2017) - a reality. That means
creating good quality jobs that are
accessible to people in poverty,
and providing the right skills and
training opportunities for people
to get into and get on in work.
But it needs to at least match
the current level of EU funds, be
targeted at the right places, and
be spent on the right things to
help improve the living standards
of people in poverty.
WHAT IS AT STAKE?
EU Structural funds – in the
form of the European Regional
Development Fund and European
Social Fund - are currently worth
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£2.4 billion a year to places
that have been hit hardest by or
struggled to adapt to economic
change: £1.2 billion from the EU,
matched by public and private
sources. The contribution from the
EU breaks down as approximately
£793 million, £275 million, £102
million and £59 million per year
for England, Wales, Scotland and
Northern Ireland respectively,
with the devolved administrations
responsible for the design and
delivery of the funds in their area.
Over time, EU Structural Funds
have provided a critical line of
funding for social and economic
development in less prosperous
communities. Between 2014 and
2020, Cornwall and the Isles of
Scilly will have received around
£248 per head each year from
this source (including associated
match funding), with Tees Valley
and the North East of England
respectively having received £70
and £64 per head annually. West
Wales and the Valleys and the
Highlands and Islands of Scotland
will have respectively received
around £234 and £94 per head
(including associated match
funding) over the same time period
(Tinker, 2018).

Table 1: Twelve areas in England receiving the most funding from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
and the European Social Fund (ESF), 2014–20

Local enterprise Partnership

£ per head from the EU

£ per head per year with match funding

Cornwall and Isles of Scilly

124.1

248.2

Tees Valley

35.2

70.4

North East

32.0

64.1

Cumbria

21.4

42.7

Lancashire

20.9

41.9

The Marches

19.6

39.2

Cheshire and Warrington

18.0

36.0

Black Country

17.6

35.1

Greater Manchester

17.4

34.9

Coventry and Warwickshire

17.4

34.8

Stoke-on-Trent and
Staffordshire

16.8

33.7

Liverpool City Region

16.8

33.6

Source: JRF analysis of European Regional Development Fund and European Social Fund: UK allocations 2014 to 2020 (Cable,2014)
and ONS 2016 population estimates – local authority based five year age band (via NOMIS).

This system has been successful
at raising the social and economic
performance of struggling places
(Di Cataldo, 2016). Recent
analysis estimates that in the UK
an additional €1 of regional funds
per head would raise average
per-head incomes by €1.87 (Di
Cataldo and Monastiriotis, 2018).
According to UK Government
figures for England, funding
from the ERDF helped 30,000
businesses to start up or relocate
and helped to create more than
131,000 jobs between 2007 and
2013 (DCLG, 2012), while the ESF
supported more than half a million
unemployed or economically
inactive people into jobs and
helped more than a quarter of a
million people to gain basic skills
between 2007 and 2015 (DWP,
2015). This is assistance that
poorer parts of the country cannot
afford to lose.

ECONOMIC PROSPERITY
ACROSS THE UK

the gap has been widening (Tinker,
2018).

The UK has an unbalanced
economy. This matters because
where you live influences the
opportunities available to you, your
job prospects, and how effectively
work can offer you a route out of
poverty. Too many people face
the choice of having to move in
order to get on, leaving family and
friends behind.

In the past, eligibility for support
from EU Structural Funds has
been linked to the level of
economic activity in an area or
gross value added (GVA). But a
growing economy alone is not
sufficient to improve the living
standards of the least well off. The
way in which growth translates
into employment is central
because work remains the best
route out of poverty. But with
in-work poverty on the rise, it is
also essential to look at earnings
alongside the number of people
in work. Together these two
indicators are what really matter
for the living standards of lowincome households.

In recent years, the UK’s economic
performance has improved,
with the employment rate hitting
record highs. But some places
remain locked out of this success
story. For example, parts of the
Midlands, such as Birmingham,
Leicester, Nottingham and
Sandwell, have employment rates
more than 10 percentage points
below the national average, and
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In July 2018 the Government, led
by Theresa May, announced that

Table 2: Ten local authorities with the lowest score on a combined index of lower-quartile pay and employment

Local Authorities

Pay (£ per week)

Employment rate (%)

Blackburn with Darwen

324.9

65.0

Causeway Coast and Glens

370.0

60.0

Derry City and Strabane

320.6

57.0

Leicester

332.9

63.9

Liverpool

363.3

63.0

Middlesbrough

349.9

64.2

Nottingham

339.5

62.0

Rochdale

351.8

64.2

Sandwell

348.1

63.4

Wolverhampton

342.3

64.5

GB

390.5

73.9

Note: Pay and employment rates are three-year rolling averages, 2015–17. Analysis is by residence. Source: Tinker, 2018

the objective of the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund would be to tackle
inequalities between communities
by raising productivity, especially
in places that are furthest behind
(Brokenshire, 2018). Whilst
the new Prime Minister has
committed to bringing forward
plans on the Fund, it remains to
be seen whether or not the new
Government will commit to the
same policy objectives.
Achieving sustained productivity
increases is important as generally
there is a relationship over time
between higher productivity,
earnings growth and living
standards. However, higher
productivity is not guaranteed to
create an economy that works
for all unless the interventions
designed to increase it are ones
that benefit workers, for example
through increased training or

better management practices
(Innes, 2018). Furthermore, in
some parts of the country the
main economic priority is to get
more people into work, but the
relationship between productivity
and employment gains is less clear
(ONS, 2017, 2018). Productivity is
important, but it is not an end in
itself.
The UK Shared Prosperity Fund
should prioritise places which are
further behind, using a combined
measure of the employment rate
and level of pay of the least well
off. Places such as Derry City and
Strabane, Nottingham, Blackburn,
Sandwell, Middlesbrough and
Rochdale have the most ground
to make up (see Table 2). These
areas must be prioritised if the UK
is truly to have an economy that
works for everyone and evidence
shows that public policy has a key
role to play in improving economic
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outcomes for people in these
places.
Accomplishing a more inclusive
economy relies on flexibility, due
to the variation in economic
performance across the country.
Achieving sustained productivity
increases is one part of the
equation: there is a relationship
over time between higher
productivity, earnings growth and
living standards. However, in many
local economies, the priority is to
increase employment and it is less
clear that boosting productivity
alone will achieve this.
Resources from the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund should be
allocated according to need and
weighted towards the places with
the most ground to make up.

1 - ADDITIONAL AND LONGTERM FUNDING.
The first and most fundamental
thing that the Government should
do is clarify the funding of the UK
Shared Prosperity Fund as soon
as possible. At a minimum, it
should pledge at least to match
the funding that slower growing
places receive in total as a result of
EU Structural Funds.
Secondly and just as important
as the amount of funding is
the stability of the funding. EU
Structural Funds are currently
allocated on a seven-year
investment cycle, which should
be replicated in the design of the
replacement fund.
A third feature that should be
retained in the transition to the
UK Shared Prosperity Fund is
the principle of ‘additionality’.
The requirement that funding
is additional means that EU
Structural Funds can only be
deployed where projects would
not otherwise go ahead or when
the use of funds enables projects
to achieve a higher impact.
In practice, this means that
money invested in the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund cannot act as
a replacement for local growth
funding or local authority funding.
Instead, it is a top-up, over and
above existing funding streams, for
places that need extra investment.
Simply replacing resources from
the Government’s local funding
deals with money from EU
Structural Funds would not be
acceptable if the Government is to
honour its manifesto commitment
(Tinker, 2018)
2 - TARGETED.
An area for reform is how the
fund is targeted. Currently, EU
Structural Funds are spread too
thinly. In England, every LEP
area gets some. For example,
even a prosperous area such as
Buckinghamshire Thames Valley
receives around £3 per head

annually from structural funding
(over £6 once match spending is
factored in).
But places within the same
functional economic area can
have contrasting experiences. For
example, for all of Manchester’s
success in recent years, it is not
yet being replicated in other parts
of the city region, such as Oldham
and Rochdale.
Given this intra-regional variation,
the assessment for the allocation
of resources from the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund should be
determined according to need at
the local authority level, rather than
the city-regional or sub-regional
level. The funding should also be
skewed towards the places with
the most entrenched economic
problems. Places with the furthest
to travel in order to catch up
should continue to be priorities for
more intensive funding.
3 - DEVOLVED.
The Government has referred to
the Shared Prosperity Fund as
a UK Shared Prosperity Fund,
but this does not mean that the
fund has to be designed and
delivered by the UK Government
in Westminster.
Responsibility for economic
development, skills, transport,
local government and the delivery
of existing EU Structural Fund
programmes are all currently
devolved to Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland, and it is
important that policy continues in
this vein.
Our starting point is that in
the creation of the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund there should be
no reduction in the freedoms by
which the devolved governments
and administrations of the UK
administer regional development
money under the fund. Economic
development is largely a devolved
matter, with each administration
responsible for its own policymaking in this area.
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The delivery of the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund in England is
complicated by the ongoing and
incomplete process of devolution.
The city-regional or sub-regional
level is the appropriate scale at
which to administer the fund,
as this is the administrative
geography that is closest to
a functional economic area.
Combined authorities and metro
mayors are well placed to deliver
the fund, because they are
equipped with an appropriate level
of democratic accountability and
governing capacity.
In the areas that have them,
responsibility for the design and
delivery of the fund should be
devolved immediately.
But only a minority of places
have these structures. While all
parts of England are covered by
a LEP, there is currently too much
variability
in terms of capacity and suitable
governance arrangements
for all LEPs to be tasked with
designing and delivering the UK
Shared Prosperity Fund for their
area. Until these bodies can
demonstrate their capability, high
standards of financial stewardship,
transparency and commitment to
inclusive growth, the Government
should initially set out criteria and
agree bids in partnership with the
relevant LEP.
4 - FLEXIBLE.
A significant area where reform is
needed is in relation to flexibility,
and the power to tailor policies to
local conditions. Bringing social
and economic policy together is
a cornerstone of inclusive growth
approaches, but recipients of EU
Structural Funds report significant
bureaucratic obstacles to local
empowerment (Communities and
Local Government Committee,
2012; Work and Pensions Select
Committee, 2018).

The administrative distinction
between the ERDF and ESF
imposes an artificial separation
between physical capital and
human capital. This makes it
more difficult to ensure that
investments in physical capital are
complemented by programmes to
provide people with the skills and
employment support to make the
most of the opportunities created.

Finally, the flexibility criteria should
extend to the types of funding
available to beneficiaries. A mix
of short-term grant funding and
longer-term loan finance should
be available, with the returns on
loans ploughed back into the pot
rather than going to the Treasury.
Such a mix for projects that realise
savings over time will also help to
meet the needs of local places.

It also means that the funds are
unable to invest in goods that
will realise longterm economic
benefits, such as early years
education (Communities and Local
Government Committee, 2012).

5 - WHAT WORKS.

Furthermore, flexibility enables
policy-makers to act responsively
in the face of new needs, such
as in the case of a large local
employer making staff redundant.
The ability to soften the impact
of economic shocks and protect
strategic sites of employment
has been a strategic element of
EU Structural Funds to date and
will be an important mechanism
should there be a need for shortterm economic adjustment after
Brexit, particularly in Northern
Ireland (Work and Pensions Select
Committee, 2018).
This means that delivering
inclusive growth requires local
areas to be able to bring together
and move funding between capital
and revenue streams. In practice,
this means the UK Shared
Prosperity Fund operating as a
single pot, rather than continuing
the strict distinction between
economic and social policy
interventions.
Concerns that this would lead to
small-scale, local-level initiatives
around skills and employment
being sidelined in favour of
capital investment would be
minimised by the requirement
to deliver an integrated inclusive
growth strategy, in which social
investment and economic
investment are both represented
and co-ordinated.

The freedom to innovate and test
different approaches to inclusive
growth through the fund should be
balanced by a rigorous approach
to understanding what works.
This is particularly important in
the context of the poor-quality
evaluation that has characterised
large parts of EU Structural Funds’
work to date.
Recipients of EU funding
describe a system of reporting
that is burdensome but fails to
produce meaningful evidence
on how to continuously improve
(Communities and Local
Government Committee, 2012).
Local-level experimentation and
testing should also be balanced
with a requirement to diffuse
learning between places. A
condition of funding through the
UK Shared Prosperity Fund should
be a requirement on combined
authorities and LEPs to engage
in ongoing evaluation and peerto-peer learning activities with
areas at a similar level of economic
development. This would aid
high-quality data and evidence
collection and spread innovation
in approaches to inclusive growth
among their counterparts.
Over time, the hope is that this
would establish the UK as a
centre of excellence for promoting
inclusive growth at the local level.
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CONCLUSION
The EU referendum result told a story of widening
differences between place which need to be addressed by
domestic policy. The Prime Minister recently made a bold
pledge: “to put proper money into the places that need it.”
The Shared Prosperity Fund has the potential to provide
this.
The fund should reflect the evidence on both what has
worked under EU Structural Funds and where reform is
needed. Investments that are strategic, long term and
additional remain essential to success. But the repatriation
of regional development funding from the EU is also an
opportunity to create a system that is more targeted,
devolved and flexible than the one it replaces.
As the country prepares for Brexit, a fifth of our population
are locked in poverty. This is unacceptable. It is only right
that the Government takes action to enable more families
to build a better future for themselves, no matter where
they live. The UK Shared Prosperity Fund could become
a symbol of the Government’s belief in a country in which
nobody, or no place, is forgotten.
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INTRODUCTION
In its 2017 manifesto the Government made a
commitment to replace EU Structural and Investment
Funds (ESIF) with a UK Shared Prosperity Fund (SPF),
designed to ‘tackle inequalities between communities by
raising productivity, especially in those parts of our country
whose economies are furthest behind’. Yet two years on
we are no clearer about what this fund will look like, how it
will be distributed or even how much it will be.

The continuing wait for the
consultation on the UKSPF has
created significant uncertainty
for communities and civil
society organisations that rely
on EU funding.
This includes many that provide
employment and other forms of
support to women, ethnic minority,
disabled and older people and
others who are marginalised or
discriminated against. There is
an urgent need for clarity about
the future of these funds in order
to protect this work, ensure that
disadvantaged people receive the
support they need and prevent
any knock-on effect across wider
civil society.
Recently the Government has
said that it ‘intends for the fund
to be simpler to administer, to
better target support and align
with place-based challenges; be
supported by strong evidence
of what works locally and be
administered nationally.’ This is a
good starting point for a debate
about what the UKSPF should
look like.

There is a real opportunity
to create a new fund with a
clearer focus on helping underrepresented groups to reach
their potential, while retaining the
positive features of EU funding
- not least its strong focus on
equality and social inclusion.
A SIMPLER FUND
A much simpler fund would
be very welcome. EU funding,
particularly the European Social
Fund (ESF), has been a lifeline for
some organisations, particularly
those working with people
and communities furthest from
the labour market and people
who experience barriers and
discrimination within it. But
many organisations have been
deterred by the complexity and
bureaucracy of EU application
forms and monitoring processes.
Removing this complexity would
give the UKSPF much greater
reach, making it more accessible
to a wider range of organisations,
including, for example, those
working with survivors of domestic
abuse or with Black, Asian and
minority ethnic (BAME) people and
those with multiple or complex
needs. It would also improve the
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quality and quantity of support
these organisations can provide to
the people and communities they
work with.
TARGETED SUPPORT
EU Structural and Investment
Funds (ESIF) are designed to
reduce inequalities between
different areas and regions within
the EU, with the greatest amount
of money going to the most
economically disadvantaged
areas. They also promote equality
between people, as well as places,
creating ‘more and better jobs and
a socially inclusive society’. Of the
£9.3 billion allocated to the UK
through ESIF in 2014-2020, more
than half (£5.55 billion) is linked to
objectives that focus on equality
issues.
They do this because of the
way equality and diversity are
embedded within EU programmes.
Gender mainstreaming, equality
of opportunity, social inclusion
and sustainable development are
mandatory cross-cutting themes
that apply to all EU funding. ESIF
programmes must also ensure
that they reach people most at risk
of discrimination.

Additionally, each fund has its own
specific priorities. For the ESF
these include:
• Promoting sustainable and quality
employment and supporting
labour mobility;
• Promoting social inclusion,
combating poverty and any
discrimination;
• Investing in education, training and
vocational training for skills and
lifelong learning.
These priorities ensure that the
ESF supports work with groups
which face many different
barriers on their journey towards
meaningful employment or social
inclusion. This includes, for
example, women and other people
experiencing discrimination,
workers at risk of exploitation and
those with complex needs such as
addiction, homelessness, contact
with the criminal justice system or
mental ill health.
The focus on equality is further
strengthened by fund-specific
participation targets that ensure
these groups are reached.
According to figures from the
Department for Work and
Pensions real progress was made
towards achieving the top level
ESF targets for England in the
2007-2013 funding round:

Group

Target

Actual

Women

51%

36%

BAME

19%

19%

Disabled
people

19%

17%

People
over 50
years

19%

16%

Our research shows that, taken
together, these drivers create
an essential framework that has
enabled innovation, best practice
and accountability for initiatives
that benefit people facing
disadvantage, discrimination and
other barriers to the labour market.
They have had a significant
impact, ensuring higher levels of
participation by disadvantaged
groups in EU-funded programmes,
as well as promoting good
practice.
FULFILLING POTENTIAL
his targeted support can really
make a difference, giving people
the skills, confidence and support
to fulfil their potential. For example,
Urban Hax isa social enterprise
based in Walsall which provides
a ‘creative space’ where people
can come to develop and improve
their design skills and expertise. In
May 2017 it was funded by ESF
Black Country Community Grants,
and co-financed by the Education
and Skills Funding Agency, to
provide a creative design course
for unemployed people wanting
to update their existing skills or
learn new skills. Participants could
choose to specialise in a range of
areas, including printing, fashion,
photography and graphic design,
and learn relevant business skills.
As members of Urban Hax they
have on-going access to this
expertise, as well as to tools
and technologies that would not
otherwise be available to them.
This successful project supported
30 people to progress towards
work or self-employment,
including Kate who has since set
up her own jewellery business.
Diagnosed with autism after
leaving university, Kate stopped
going out of the house or talking
to anyone until she joined Urban
Hax. Kate told us that ‘starting my
business here has given me the
confidence to go out and make
connections. So now I’m able to
move my life forward’. In 2018
Kate won a local ‘Entrepreneur of
the Year’ award, as she said, ‘it
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was really surreal, I’d gone from a
really shy person to yeah, you’ve
won entrepreneur of the year’.
EVIDENCE OF WHAT WORKS
The Government has said that
the UKSPF should ‘be supported
by strong evidence about what
works at the local level’. A recent
review of Local Enterprise Zones
by the Centre for Cities found that
investing in education, training and
employment support may be more
effective at creating new jobs in
disadvantaged areas than giving
businesses tax or other incentives
to come into those areas. In other
words, securing inclusive growth
means investing in people as well
as places.
Evidence also suggests that
creating a more inclusive
workforce would have economic
and social benefits. Inequality not
only causes downstream costs to
health and other public services, it
also limits productivity and growth.
For example, bridging the gender
employment gap could create an
extra £150 billion in GDP in 2025.
A 5% rise in the employment rate
of working-age disabled people
would increase GDP by £23 billion
by 2030. And if Black, Asian and
minority communities were to be
fully represented in the labour
market the potential benefit to the
UK economy would be £24 billion
a year, or 1.3% of GDP.
This shows that there is a clear
business case for mainstreaming
equality and real economic
benefits for localities that embed
this in their strategies and delivery
plans. As the following case study
shows, investing in people pays
off.
AGILE NATION 2
Chwarae Teg run Agile Nation 2,
a career development programme
for women in Wales co-funded
by the European Social Fund
and the Welsh Government. It
helps women enter or improve
their position in the workforce,

focusing on STEM, construction
and other industries where
women are under-represented.
It is particularly aimed at those
who are looking to take on team
leadership or management roles. It
has been very successful in doing
so. Participants have significantly
improved their pay as well as their
position, with positive knock-on
effects on the Welsh economy.
According to Kathryn Foot,
learning development partner with
Chwarae Teg:
‘The programme has, since its
inception, trained over 5,000
women. Out of those 5,000
women, the average pay increase
is £4,000. Which is just incredible.
To put that in perspective, all the
women that have gone through
the programme in total - we’re
looking at over a million pounds
in pay rises so far. … I’ve trained
90 women since I started with the
programme. And out of my cohort
alone, there’s over £70,000’s
worth of pay rises, just from that.’
ACCOUNTABILITY AND
ENGAGEMENT
It is still unclear how a nationally
administered fund will be locally or
regionally accountable. In England
the UKSPF is intended to be
used to implement local industrial
strategies. These are longer term
economic plans that set out
how local bodies will achieve the
Government’s goal of ‘fairness and
prosperity for all’, as set out in the
national Industrial Strategy. They
are now being prepared by Mayors
and Combined Authorities (MCAs)
or Local Enterprise Partnerships
(LEPs), who will be accountable
to central government through
a revised National Assurance
Framework. While MCAs also have
a democratic mandate, this is not
the case with LEPs. Indeed, from
a community perspective many
are virtually invisible.
The Government has recognised
that LEPs do not reflect their
local communities and new
governance arrangements seek

to address this. LEPs Boards
are required to better reflect their
local business communities,
(‘including geography, gender and
protected characteristics’) and
have an equal gender balance
by 2023. This is a welcome step.
But having women and underrepresented people involved at
Board level will not in and of itself
make any material difference to
how LEPs operate, nor improve
outcomes for marginalised people
and communities. It is not the
most effective way to ensure
that the people and communities
who most need to benefit from
the UKSPF will do so. More
important is requiring LEPs and
local industrial strategies to
set locally appropriate equality
and inclusion objectives and
participation targets. This will
ensure that interventions on the
ground address inequality and
discrimination and enable women
and people from other underserved groups to shape local
priorities, participate and hold
decision-makers to account.
Given LEPs’ lack of knowledge
and expertise on advancing
gender, race and other forms of
equality we recommend a national
framework that they can work
within, with mandatory equality
drivers as in the ESIF. We also
recommended that they draw
on the specialist knowledge
of equality and other voluntary
and community organisations.
This means developing stronger
partnerships between all sectors,
including civil society.
A small number of LEPs have
developed good working
relationships with voluntary and
community organisations, but
most have not. Unless they are
at the table, LEPs will not have
access to the expertise they
need and equality organisations
will struggle to contribute.
Engaging with decision-makers
costs time and resources that
are often in scarce supply,
particularly for smaller, specialist
organisations working with the
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most marginalised communities.
The UKSPF should provide the
resources and support they need
to participate on equal terms to
other partners. This should include
appropriate infrastructure support
to ensure that a wide range of
communities and interests are
represented.

CASE STUDY:
MEETING LOCAL NEEDS

SHARED PRINCIPLES
In recent months we have been
working with colleagues across
the UK to identify shared principles
that should underpin this fund.
Although this is still work in
progress, some common themes
are emerging:
EQUALITY AND SOCIAL
INCLUSION
The UKSPF should have an
explicit, strategic focus on equality,
social inclusion and sustainable
development, on a par with
economic objectives. It should
focus on people as well as places,
providing at least the same level of
investment in education, training
and support to disadvantaged and
discriminated against individuals
and groups as current EU funding.

Abberton Rural Training (ART) in north Essex provides
employment support to people over 45 who are furthest from
the labour market, many with multiple needs. Funded by the
ESF, with matched funding from the National Lottery’s Building
Better Opportunities Fund, it offers a combination of practical
skills training (including life skills) and therapeutic support. It
understands the particular needs of people living in isolated rural
areas and provides training relevant to the local economy, such as
woodland and land management, horticulture, construction and
carpentry. In 2018 it was a regional finalist in the Rural Business
Awards, winning the East of England award for Best Education or
Training Business.
When Martin first started on an ART course he was at a very low point in
his life. He had given up work some years before in order to care for his
parents. When they died he was evicted from their home and became
homeless for a while. At ART he was able to get himself back on his feet,
gaining work experience as a chef and gardener as well as a qualification
and references. Martin told us that this had given him a sense of purpose
and something to aim towards: ‘Its given me a compass bearing … its
like I’ve got solid ground.’ He has now completed the course and is
employed as a maintenance worker for a local housing association.
Case studies such as this suggest that voluntary and community
organisations know what works locally, based on their experience of
working with people facing discrimination and other barriers in or to the
labour market. They also are committed to the places where they are
based and contribute to the local economy. The European Social Fund
has provided vital support. The UKSPF could and should go even further.
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ACCESSIBILITY
The UKSPF should be designed
with minimum bureaucracy to
meet local needs and enable
a range of providers to access
funding, particularly those with
specialist understanding and
expertise who can ensure that
high quality support is targeted
at those who need it most. This
includes, for example, those
working with survivors of domestic
abuse or with Black, Asian and
minority ethnic (BAME) people and
those with multiple or complex
needs.
GOVERNANCE AND
ACCOUNTABILITY
Governance of the UKSPF must
be transparent and accountable,
with maximum accountability to
local people and communities.
It should be underpinned by
clear accountability mechanisms,
particularly in England where
responsibility is likely to be given
to Local Enterprise Partnerships.
Local people and voluntary and
community organisations must be
involved in the design and delivery
of Local Industrial Strategies and

UKSPF-funded programmes,
and have the resources and
support they need to participate
on equal terms to other
partners, including appropriate
infrastructure support.
DEVOLUTION
The UK Shared Prosperity Fund
must respect the devolution
settlements for Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland. Each
country should be responsible
for determining priorities
and managing the Fund, in
partnership with civil society. No
country or region should receive
less money than it does at
present from ESIF.
ABOUT EQUALLY OURS
Equally Ours (formerly the
Equality and Diversity Forum)
is the national network of
organisations working across
all areas of equality and human
rights. Our members represent
some of the most disadvantaged
groups throughout the UK,
including those with protected
characteristics under the
Equality Act 2010, and have long
played a vital role in ensuring
protection and representation
for these groups. For further
information please contact
info@equallyours.org.uk

CONCLUSION
The UKSPF is an opportunity to learn from and do better
than existing EU programmes. This means ensuring that
social and environmental objectives are given parity with
economic goals in order to create local economies that are
sustainable and inclusive. And this can only be achieved
by designing a fund that places equality and inclusion at its
core.
The experience of EU-funded programmes has shown
that the use of mandatory equality drivers, of cross-cutting
themes as well as fund-specific priorities and targets, do
make a difference to the people who need it most. This
framework should also be applied to the UKSPF, without
it there is a real risk that any progress achieved will be
patchy and unsustainable.
There is a strong business case for creating a more
inclusive workforce: it is good for people, business and
productivity. Indeed, the evidence suggests that investing
in people may provide a stronger stimulus to local
economies than other strategies. The UKSPF should seize
the opportunity to invest in a comprehensive programme
to tackle injustice and inequality and promote fairness and
prosperity for all.
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COMMUNITIES THAT WORK
THE NATIONAL BODY FOR SOCIAL
HOUSING DELIVERING SKILLS AND
EMPLOYMENT SUPPORT

Put Housing at the heart of the
UK Shared Prosperity Fund
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INTRODUCTION
“People think, and by the way I think most people are
right: ‘The Tory party is run by people who basically don’t
care about people like me.’ That is what most people
in the country have thought about the Tory party for
decades. I know a lot of Tory MPs and I am sad to say the
public is basically correct. Tory MPs largely do not care
about these poorer people. They don’t care about the
NHS. And the public has kind of cottoned on to that.”
Dominic Cummings
Boris Johnson’s new senior adviser, at Conservative ‘Nudgestock’ conference in 2017.[12]
WHAT CAN BORIS JOHNSON,
AS PRIME MINISTER, DO
ABOUT THIS?
He can do an awful lot about this.
Putting UKSPF to work soon,
is one of the best ways to bring
quantifiable, measurable and
visible commitment to poorer
people in this country.
The UKSPF needs to reach out
to families and communities that
are struggling to make ends meet,
that suffer from poor aspirations
in tough economic climates, that
can’t access work or training
opportunities or lack the support
and confidence to do so.
Many people need a simple hand
up to help them out and UKSPF
can do this with the support of the
single most important partner in
the picture, the UK social housing
sector.
Here at Communities that Work,
we deal with over 55 social
housing landlords that own and
manage over 1.3 million homes.
We are the leading national

body of social landlords aiming
to transform lives for good, by
enabling housing providers to
support people into rewarding,
sustainable employment.
As the only housing industry
body dedicated solely to the
employment agenda, we work
in strategic alliances and form
partnerships with stakeholders
across housing, employment and
government to achieve our goals.
We also run an annual national
campaign to raise awareness of
the social housing sector’s crucial,
unique role supporting people into
employment.

We connect our members to
politicians and decision makers
as well as employment and
skills service providers through a
network of contacts and specialist
advisers.
At the heart of our work are our
members and their aspirations to
support more people from across
our communities to thrive in life,
through work that rewards and
sustains families and communities.
UKSPF can be at the heart of our
work and ambition, and reach the
poorest communities, if it works
seriously with social housing.

Over 100 organisations have
officially pledged their support so
far, with two ministers visiting our
members’ employment schemes.
The campaign’s success positions
Communities that Work as the
voice for housing associations
on employment and increases
our presence in the media, social
media and at Westminster.

[12] https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2019/jul/30/dominic-cummings-tories-do-not-care-about-poor-people-or-the-nhs
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The report highlights four key
findings:
1.
Housing associations provide
significant and vital employment
related support to tenants.
Frequently these services are
provided by housing associations
in order to help meet and deliver
organisational priorities, assist with
welfare reform changes, and help
meet tenant demand.
2.
There is a business case for
housing associations to support
tenants into employment, and
into full-time employment,
where relevant. Research
shows the relationship between
tenant employment and
reduced rent arrears, with rent
arrears decreasing as full-time
employment rates increase.
3.
Investment in employment related
support by housing associations
positively affects employment
levels. Investment in employment
related support was found to have
a positive impact on employment
rates, with full-time and part-time
employment rates increasing with
investment of up to approximately
£30 and £25 per housing unit per
year, respectively.
4.
Housing associations are
increasingly using external tools
to measure the impact of their
employment support, but there
are widespread limitations on the
use of existing tools. The level
and quality of data collected on
employment related support
varied significantly, both at the
organisational level and between
individual services/programmes.

UKSPF: RECOGNISE THE
RIGHT PARTNERS, WHERE
HELP IS NEEDED MOST
The UK’s social housing sector
is one of the largest investors in
tackling unemployment. Major
projects are led by social housing
to supports tenants, residents,
families and communities into
work; this is a serious investment
in our communities that makes
sense to our businesses. With
the success of Universal Credit
increasingly reliant on landlords
stepping up to support tenants,
much more can be done to
focus on delivering sustainable
employment, that rewards
and progresses individuals
and families. Making work pay
is fundamental to sustaining
households and communities in
the long term, and much more
needs to be done to make this
a reality for the 4 million people
who are ‘working poor’ and those
trapped in ‘worklessness’.
But despite all the work
undertaken, the social housing
sector has failed to get the
recognition we deserved, and
never been placed at the heart
of commissioning. Too often
Government and stakeholders
simply don’t have sight of the
work that the sector does to help
people into work. This means
that when Government and policy
makers are designing work and
employment policies, the social
housing sector is out of sight and
out of mind.

The role of social housing needs
to be recognised, understood and
supported by the DWP, MHCLG
and Number 10. Together we can
do so much more to permanently
close the tenant employment and
earnings gap.
MAKE SOCIAL FUNDS WORK:
It’s clear that the social housing
sector has a long history of
investing in our communities
with our own funds, but we’ve
also used some European social
funded projects, that have shared
our goals. A number of social
housing landlords run projects
through the Big Lottery Fund’s
‘Building Better Opportunities’
fund, co-financed with DWP/ESF
provision. The focus on truly local
provision for local communities
is welcome, as social housing
is often the anchor organisation
across a locality or an estate, able
to work with individual, families
and communities over the long
term.
Larger scale projects also run very
successfully with social housing
leads and could be a model for
partnerships in UKSPF. For a
project running wholly in one city,
Love London Working is a core
example.

Through UKSPF we have a unique
opportunity to change this, for
good. The social housing sector
can be a major co-financing
partner to government, potentially
doubling the UKSPF’s bang for
bucks, incentivised to use more
of our profits towards community
investment and employment
services where we see serious
commitment and co-investment
from government.

[13] https://www.giveusachance.co.uk/library/housing-works-assessing-the-impact-of-housing-association-employment-support/
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CASE STUDY:
LOVE LONDON WORKING
Launched in January 2016, Love
London Working is a programme that
seeks to support long-term unemployed
and economically inactive Londoners
into work by overcoming barriers to
employment through support that
is tailored to individual needs.
The £13 million programme is
delivered by a consortium of
13 housing associations: A2
Dominion, Catalyst Gateway,
Charlton Triangle Homes, Clarion
Futures, Hexagon Housing,
Hyde Housing, L&Q, Optivo,
Orbit, Peabody, Poplar HARCA,
Southern Housing Group and
Wandle Housing Association. Led
by Clarion Futures, the charitable
foundation of Clarion Housing
Group, the programme is funded
through the European Social Fund
(ESF) with match funding provided
by the partners and is managed
by the Greater London Authority
(GLA).

Love London Working is open
to anyone aged over 16 who
lives in the capital and is not in
work, formal training or enrolled
in a mandatory employment
programme. The programme
caters to the needs of a wide
variety of Londoners, from young
people seeking their first full time
role, to parents returning to the
labour market after years as a full
time parent.
Every individual who registers on
the programme is paired with a
specialist employment adviser
employed by one of the housing
associations and provided with
a bespoke plan to support them
into work. Activity can include
CV drafting, interview practice,
assistance in searching for
vacancies and the provision of
formal training.
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The emphasis is not only to help
people into work, but to sustain
employment for the long-term,
with support from advisers lasting
up to six months after they start in
their role.
Since its launch in 2016, Love
London Working has supported
more than 4,000 people into
employment across the capital,
with 3,000 BAME (Black, Asian
and Minority Ethnic) Londoners
securing work after participating
in the voluntary employment
programme. 56 per cent of those
supported into work are women
and 22 per cent were previously
unemployed for longer than 12
months.
Phil Miles, Director of Clarion
Futures, commented: “It is a
privilege for Clarion Futures
to lead the delivery of Love
London Working and we are
particularly pleased to have
supported Londoners from so
many different backgrounds
into employment. It is a
powerful demonstration of
what housing associations
can achieve through the
strong ties we have with our
communities.”

SOCIAL INNOVATION INCREASE VS
Social Housing led projects can also work across cities,
regions and countries, as this example from lead body
Optivo, so clearly demonstrates.

INCREASE VS is a major
cross-channel demonstration
programme through which
three housing associations in
England and four in France
work with specialist training
providers to support residents
into self-employment or
employment.
The programme builds on the
strengths of social housing
organisations to reach residents
furthest from the job market.
It is co-financed by the European
Regional Development Fund, the
Interreg programme, and will:
• Invest £8.6m (€10m) over 3 years
• Run tailored training and support
for 4,000 people
• Aim to help 3,200 people into jobs
or business start-ups.
The project started in February
2018, and training commenced
over the summer period. Between
the launch of these new services
and 31 March 2019, 566 residents
received support.

The University of East Anglia
(UEA) is undertaking an academic
evaluation of the project.
In learning from each other and
working together, the Increase
VS partners aim to create best
practice delivery models and a
lasting legacy.

Entrepreneurship is relatively
low in most Increase VS areas.
In collaboration with delivery
partners, the UEA has designed a
survey that will evaluate, not only
success in finding employment, or
creating enterprise; but also how
residents’ confidence, capacity
and networks improve.

Whilst background poverty in both
countries is low, the risks of social
exclusion are rising. Residents
in Increase VS neighbourhoods
face high unemployment levels,
particularly in France (only Great
Yarmouth’s unemployment level is
above the French average).

The evaluation will also look at
how these vary depending on the
context, and the type of support
received. The UEA’s Annual Report
reviews the levels of deprivation
in the programme area and gives
an analysis of the lessons learned
from previous programmes.

Other indicators, such as the
percentage of people claiming
benefits or poverty levels, show
deprivation in many areas, from
Thanet to Southampton; and Pas
de Calais to Somme.
Increase VS covers coastal, rural
and urban areas, and remoteness,
and in some areas, e.g. Norfolk,
all these factors have proven to
be significant barriers to economic
development in the past.
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Social Housing delivers more than bricks and mortar, it
sustains and develops whole communities, families and
individuals. The UKSPF is a once in a generation chance
to co-invest between Government and the social housing
sector to reach poorer people and create lasting prosperity,
through thriving communities up and down the country.
We urge Boris Johnson to act on UKSPF to show that he,
and the Conservative Party, really can and do care about
the prospects of everyone in this country; from richest to
poorest, and that they strive to bring lasting prosperity to
many more of us, for generations to come.
We’re ready to work on UKSPF.
@CsthatWork
www.communitiesthatwork.co.uk
Lynsey.Sweeney@communitiesthatwork.co.uk
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LOCALITY
THE NATIONAL MEMBERSHIP NETWORK
FOR COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS
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INTRODUCTION
People voted to leave the European Union for all sorts of
reasons. But few would deny that a big part of the vote
was the growing sense of powerlessness and decline
in parts of the country which feel as if they have been
forgotten.
As the national membership network which supports
community organisations working in some of the most
deprived neighbourhoods in the country, we encounter
that feeling every day.
We know that simply leaving
the EU won’t magically turn
things around. Whatever
the benefits or drawbacks
of Brexit, we know that the
story doesn’t stop with the
international negotiations and
deals.
But we also know, from long
experience, how much can be
achieved by local people if they
are given the chance to take
ownership over their future.
People want real control. They
don’t want to be told what to do or
ignored. They want the resources
to invest in building stronger,
happier, more prosperous and
more resilient communities. And
they want to make those decisions
themselves.
So when the Conservative Party
announced a Shared Prosperity
Fund to replace EU structural
funds, we saw a real opportunity.
We know from our members how
crucial EU funding has been in
supporting them to transform their
communities. But we also know
the way EU funding has worked in

practice has been far from perfect
– too bureaucratic and operating
on too large a scale for the
community to meaningfully engage
with. The Shared Prosperity Fund
therefore presents a chance to
build on what’s worked, learn
from what hasn’t, and redesign
a vital source of funding in a way
that truly unlocks the power of
community.
In May 2018, Locality published
some ideas for how to do this, in
“Future Places: How replacing EU
funding can unlock the power of
community”.[14] We set out some
strategic priorities for a SPF, with
a particular focus on how it can
support community economic
development in more deprived
places: the so-called “left behind”
areas that the EU referendum had
shone a dramatic spotlight on.
COMMUNITIES IN CHARGE
Since then however – as detailed
elsewhere in this collection progress on the SPF has stalled
and updates have been few and
far between. The government’s
long promised consultation has

yet to materialise, with multiple
deadlines missed.
There is a growing sense of a
really important moment being
missed. So at Locality we’ve
teamed up with Co-operatives
UK and Plunkett Foundation to
make the case for communities
to be put directly in charge of the
Shared Prosperity Fund. We’ve
brought together a coalition of
local people, local businesses,
community groups and national
organisations who all share a
commitment to empowering
people so they can transform the
economy where they live.
We know that if communities are
in charge, amazing things can
happen. We’ll see more inspiring
examples of people improving
their local areas. In Stretford,
we’ve seen a group of passionate
residents take ownership of the
local Public Hall and turn it into
a hub for community activity. In
Wigan, we’ve seen a small cooperative organisation transform
the life chances of an entire
community.

[14] Locality (2018) Future Places: How replacing EU funding can unlock the power of community”. Available at:
https://locality.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Locality_EU-Replacement-Fund_Future-Places_FINAL.pdf
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On a housing estate in Brighton
over 700 shareholders banded
together to save their local pub
and create a multi-functioning
business with community need at
its heart. And in Hudswell, a village
in Yorkshire, a small community
group have transformed the
local economy through running a
community-led housing scheme, a
shop and an award-winning pub.

programme, the RSA’s Inclusive
Growth Commission and Citizens’
Economic Council, the Community
Wealth Fund Alliance, Power
to Change, IPPR North, CLES
and JRF - that community-led
approaches can ensure that
economic growth isn’t just the
preserve of a few hyper connected
places, but is created by and
shared with all.

If the Shared Prosperity Fund is
put in the hands of communities,
this kind of story would become
the norm rather than the
exception. And it’s why we think
it’s the critical way the SPF can
achieve its stated aims of reducing
inequalities between communities
and achieving genuinely inclusive
growth.

Indeed, recent Locality research
has demonstrated the role of
community organisations play
in strengthening local economic
resilience by acting as local
economic multipliers.

THE OPPORTUNITY OF
PUTTING COMMUNITIES IN
CHARGE
For years, policymakers saw
globalisation as a rising tide
that would lift all boats. The EU
referendum, however, brought
home to many that this was a
fallacy.
A clear divide has emerged
between the big cities who seem
to be experiencing the benefits of
globalisation and voted remain;
and many of our towns, suburbs
and villages who feel the economy
hasn’t been working for them
and voted to leave. As the JRF’s
analysis of the Brexit vote noted
“whereas some areas are thriving,
others are in decline”.[15]
Our economic model has not been
of equal benefit to all communities.
So the SPF has the opportunity
to promote a different vision of
the economy: one is truly and
meaningfully “inclusive”. And there
is a growing body of evidence
– from MHCLG’s Community
Economic Development

They ensure the wealth they
generate is redistributed in their
neighbourhoods, by employing
local people in good quality jobs,
using local supply chains, and
providing training opportunities
so local people can become
economically active.[16]
This role in providing employment
and skills support is particularly
crucial. While community
organisations come in all different
shapes and sizes, a common
thread is that they provide personcentred employment support
services, especially for people who
find themselves a long way away
from the labour market.
Figures from ERSA show that
while taken as a whole the UK
labour market is doing well, longterm unemployment remains an
area of concern and there is a
stubborn youth employment gap.

REGIONS AT RISK
However, there is a real risk that
the SPF, instead of embracing the
transformative potential of putting
Communities in Charge, will stay
stuck on the traditional economic
path of UK governments.
This tends to focus spending
disproportionately on London and
the south east, prioritising big
ticket infrastructure projects in big
cities, and quick productivity wins
in a few high-yield sectors.
These may be worthwhile in and
of themselves – but will do little to
spread prosperity into places that
have traditionally missed out on
the proceeds of growth.
Indeed, there is a real risk that
the SPF will actually double down
on the inequalities that drove the
Brexit vote in the first place - if
it fails to chart a different course
and ends up replicating default
spending patterns.
For our Communities in
Charge campaign, we have
therefore assessed the UK
government’s track record on
allocating spending for economic
development across regions, and
compared it to the recent track
record of EU structural funding
allocation in the UK. This gives
us a broad measure of the scale
of risk each region faces if the
government were to allocate its
post-Brexit Shared Prosperity
Fund along similar lines to its
current economic development
spending.[17]

It is in these more challenging
cases where the role of community
organisations is particularly vital
and their expertise, innovation,
local knowledge and long-term
commitment is critical to success.

[15] https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/brexit-vote-explained-poverty-low-skills-and-lack-opportunities
[16] Locality (2017) Powerful Communities, Strong Economies The final report of the Keep it Local for Economic Resilience Action Research Project. Available
at: https://locality.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/LOCALITY-KEEP-IT-LOCAL-ONLINE_revised-260318_full.pdf
[17] For the full methodology behind this calculation please see the Communities in Charge campaign report at: https://locality.org.uk/wp-content/
uploads/2019/06/Communities-in-Charge-Campaign-Report_FINAL_20190607.pdf
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Our analysis has found:
• Seven UK nations/regions are at
risk of losing out on public funding if
government continues on its default
setting for economic development
spending
• Wales could miss out on over
£2.3bn over six years, and the
South West risks losing over £1bn
• London and the South East are the
biggest potential winners if default
spending patterns are followed, in
line for an extra £1.9bn and £1.2bn
in public expenditure respectively
between 2021 and 2027
We cannot let Brexit mean
poorer regions getting even
poorer. Our research shows
that UK government economic
development funding tends to
benefit the prosperous south rather
than “left behind” towns in the
north of England or the rural south
west. Indeed EU funding has been
stopping these places falling even
further behind.
TARGETING THE PEOPLE AND
PLACES THAT NEED IT MOST
That’s why one of our key
campaign calls is for the Shared
Prosperity Fund to be targeted on
inequalities. Despite government
promises that this will be the focus,
we know very little about what the
fund will do. And on previous form,
there is a real risk that the SPF
takes the path of least resistance
and ends up widening inequalities
between people and places rather
than reducing them.
Analysis from SPERI shows that
poorer regions tend to receive more
in EU structural funds while richer
regions tend to receive less.[18]

So first and foremost, we need
to ensure the SPF maintains a
redistributive formula, rather than
shifting to one that chases quick
productivity wins by targeting high
growth areas.
However, the JRF argue this
current approach, which focuses
on GVA, is flawed, as “a growing
economy alone is not sufficient to
improve the living standards of the
least well off”.[19]
So government needs to engage
widely to find the most effective
measure to target area-based
disadvantage. There is a range
of measures currently being
developed that seek to do this
and can be built on, which broadly
seek to update and improve the
Indices of Multiple Deprivation,
which the government stopped
producing in 2010.[20]
But just ensuring money gets to
the right places isn’t enough. We
know from our own experience
that communities know best how
to develop their own economy.
This is the only sure-fire way of
reducing inequalities between
people and places. So they need
to put directly in charge of how the
money is spent.
We are proposing the SPF does
this in two key ways: by enabling
local people to scrutinise all
spending decisions through a
dramatic increase in accountability,
including citizen panels. And by
ensuring at least a quarter of the
fund goes directly to local people
to invest in their own priorities for
the economy
A DRAMATIC INCREASE IN
ACCOUNTABILITY
Our campaign has proposed a
structure whereby 75% of the SPF
is allocated directly to regional
bodies. Recent years have seen
a concerted shift in economic

policy making to the sub-regional
level. This is in recognition of the
fact that England remains one of
the most centralised counties in
the developed world and growing
concern about persistent regional
imbalances in our economy.
So it is right that core strategic
funds should be devolved to
democratically accountable
Combined Authorities, to realise
the benefits of coordination
at a sub-regional economic
geography. This must come with
clear direction to address the
key priorities already set out for
Shared Prosperity Fund: reducing
inequalities between communities;
creating sustainable inclusive
growth; supporting “left behind”
areas.
However, clearly Combined
Authorities don’t exist everywhere
and it remains to be seen if the
new government’s promise to
“level up” the powers available to
mayors will kickstart the stalled
devolution agenda.
So, in lieu of Combined Authorities
for all, the signs are from Whitehall
that LEPs are going to be tasked
with filling the sub-regional void.
If this is to be the case, then
they will need serious reform.
Theresa May’s government’s LEP
review didn’t go anything like far
enough in making LEPs fit for
purpose as the primary distribution
mechanism for the SPF.
Instead, a dramatic new
commitment to accountability is
needed, and a recasting of LEPs’
role. Rather than being seen as
business-led bodies, we think they
need to be constituted as their
name suggests: true partnerships,
which bring together all
participants in the local economy
for the benefit of a place.

[18] SPERI British Political Economy Brief No.24, available at: http://speri.dept.shef.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Brief24-UK-regions-and-Europeanstructural-and-investment-funds.pdf
[19] Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2018) Designing a Shared Prosperity Fund. Available at: https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/designing-shared-prosperity-fund
[20] See for example Local Trust and OSCI, JRF, Power to Change
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To do this, LEP boards must
reflect a genuine partnership
between local businesses, local
authorities and local communities,
with at least 50 per cent of LEP
boards made up of non-business
stakeholders: local government,
voluntary sector, trade unions,
community businesses, citizens.
What’s more, each LEP should
have a parallel citizens’ panel,
to help shape and agree local
industrial strategies and SPF
priorities. and give the community
a major role in setting direction
of local economy. This could
draw on the RSA’s Citizens’
Economic Councils model, to
put local people at the heart of
local economic decision making.
Citizens’ panels should also be
used in areas with Combined
Authorities, to increase their
connection to neighbourhoods
and communities.
ENSURING A QUARTER OF
THE FUND GOES DIRECTLY
TO LOCAL PEOPLE
However, to truly put Communities
in Charge, we are proposing
that a significant proportion of
the SPF – at least a quarter - is
ringfenced for direct community
control. This approach will enable
the SPF to combine the benefits of
sub-regional economic geography,
with more localised place-based
approaches that harness the
power of community and enable
the full range of local assets to be
brought into play.
The key mechanism for doing this
will be to create CommunityLed Partnerships between local
community organisations, local
businesses and local authorities.
The dominant idea that has
dominated economic development
- that the best way to support
struggling people and places
is continued investment in
the highest-growth, highest-

productivity areas under the
assumption that increases in
wealth will “trickle out” - has not
delivered. We’ve seen it for a
while in the economic data; the
referendum brought it into the
voting booth.
What’s required in areas that
have suffered from decades of
underinvestment and decline, is
to build long-term “foundations for
productivity” at a neighbourhood
level. Community-Led Partnerships
can do this through: community
economic development,
supporting community businesses,
building community capacity,
employment and skills training,
community asset ownership,
co-op development, enterprise
support.

Alongside these CommunityLed Partnerships we also think
there is an opportunity to create
a separate, central pot for local
communities to bid into. So
we’re proposing 2% of the total
SPF could form a Community
Innovation Fund to support
smaller, sub 100k projects that
are innovating at the grassroots
level. This should be administered
by an existing arms-length funder
and be easy to access, low
monitoring, and at risk: supporting
the great ideas that can transform
communities but struggle for
support.

Community-led Local
Development provides a useful
model here. Part of current ESIF
funding, this programme takes
a “bottom-up” approach to
economic development by seeking
to create genuine partnerships
between council and community.
[21]
For example, Leeds has
three Community-Led Local
Development (CLLD) programmes
to support sustainable economic
development in selected
areas of East, South and
West Leeds. These areas face
significant challenges around
social exclusion, a lack of job
opportunities and high levels of
unemployment.
We’d also envisage these
partnerships building on the
experience of MHCLG’s CED
programme.[22] This found
that community economic
development needs to start
with a shared vision for the local
economy, built on a strong sense
of place. The vast majority of
groups were focused at a very
local, neighbourhood level: a lower
super output area, a single ward
or parish, or multiple wards or
parishes.

[21] European Commission 92016) CLLD – A Useful Approach for ESF. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/esf/transnationality/content/clld-useful-approach-esf
[22] Co-operatives UK (2017), Community Economic Development: lessons from two years action research. Available at: https://mycommunity.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/CED_report_2017.pdf
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A ONCE IN A GENERATION
CHANCE
The Shared Prosperity Fund is a once in a generation
chance to empower people all over the country so they
can take control over their future and make the economy
work for them. But there is a real risk that ‘business as
usual’ prevails and the money all goes to unaccountable
business networks which don’t understand the challenges
people face and find it too easy to ignore their aspirations.
If that happens, we will have missed a rare chance at
renewal. Instead of empowering people, the fund will
bypass people altogether. We’ll get more of what we don’t
need, and less of what we do.
And worse still, much-needed local community
organisations which currently receive EU funds – youth
clubs, community farms or hubs for small businesses –
could go to the wall. Young people all over the country
would see their horizons shrinking, their chances receding.
And the divisions in our country – between old and young,
Leavers and Remainers, cities and countryside – will just
get wider.
Our campaign is here to make sure that doesn’t happen.
We want to make the most of this chance to heal the
country’s wounds. The SPF should be made available to
the people and places which need it most. And crucially,
communities themselves should be in charge of it so they
can be empowered to prosper after Brexit.
Ed Wallis is Head of Policy and Public Affairs at Locality,
the national membership network for community
organisations.
The Communities in Charge campaign is made up of a
coalition of core organisations and community leaders.
These are Co-operatives UK, Locality and the Plunkett
Foundation.
Several community leaders have joined the campaign
steering group, including Annoushka Deighton of Stretford
Public Hall and David Baxter of Abram Ward Community
Co-Operative in Wigan.
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INTRODUCTION
The history of European Funding in Wales is closely tied
to Devolution, and both have helped shape what we now
see as modern Wales.
Prior to 2000, European Structural Funds were managed
and distributed by Westminster, but following the
establishment of the Welsh Assembly it was tasked with
taking over the delivery of EU funds in Wales.

WCVA has always brought
the Third Sector together to
amplify its voice, especially
regarding promoting social
inclusion – fighting loneliness
and making people feel like
they are part of a community,
a community they can help
maintain its vitality.
Helping guide the delivery of ESF
funds has been key, not just in
terms of managing grants, but in
the very real sense of making sure
that it was written into policy to
ensure that funding is targeted at
the most vulnerable in society and
the new Shared Prosperity Fund
should not be any different.
Over the last three European
Funding programmes, from 2000
to the present day, WCVA has
distributed over £65/100 million of
funding to employability projects.
These projects helped 60,000
people who were furthest from
the labour market to improve their
skills and confidence, and 10,000
of them successfully found jobs as
a result.
Funding during the 2000-06
programmes began for WCVA as
the “Social Risk Fund” this scheme

was jointly funded by European
Objective 1 and 3 programmes
and Welsh Government, to deliver
funding to smaller groups, with the
specific aim of increasing longterm economic activity in Wales for
people between the ages of 16 –
64.
The “Social Risk Fund” was
worth over £8 million and
funded and provided advice to
over 300 innovative projects,
who received up to £10,000
per project. It helped give over
12,000 beneficiaries new skills,
ranging from the practical, such
as numeracy and literacy skills,
to more creative and confidence
building activities such as pottery
and art. Over 3,000 of those
beneficiaries were in employment
at the time the programme ended.
During the 2007 – 2013
programmes WCVA’s programmes
“Engagement Gateway and
Intermediate Labour Market
(ILM)” were key programmes
under those funds. Between
2007 and 2013, hundreds of third
sector organisations accessed
European funding. This funding
allowed them to provide services
and opportunities that have
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helped improve the lives of over
100,000 people across Wales
and create social and economic
opportunities in some of our most
disadvantaged communities.
Through these programmes, third
sector organisations helped to
create a brighter future for some of
the poorest people in our society
including those affected by
The involvement of over 400 third
sector organisations through
project procurement has enabled
community-based organisations
to provide services which suit local
needs. This has been important
as some of the very best work
that’s been done in communities
on employment and in tackling
poverty has been done at a very
local level.

Using these local organisations
working at the heart of
communities where they are best
placed to support individuals with
complex barriers to employment.
The use of European funding
allowed these organisations to
make a real difference to the lives of
the people they supported.
The continued work of these
organisations is essential in
addressing the deep-rooted
problems within deprived
communities in Wales as often the
outcomes of increasing someone’s
confidence, self-esteem and
aspirations are longer-lasting than
the effect of simply taking part in
mainstream employment and skills
schemes.
Through these projects,
organisations have used music
and audio-visual activities to
build the confidence of people
with learning difficulties. Rurally
based organisations have used
kayaking and canoeing to develop
team-working skills with people
who’ve become disconnected
from the world of work. And
social enterprises have formed
partnerships with football clubs to
create careers in sport for young
people not in employment or
education.
As a result, thousands of people
have achieved qualifications; some
for the very first time. And the
sector during this period directly
supported over 10,000 people to
get back into work; many from the
most difficult circumstances.
For the 2014-2020 programmes,
and in the context of the current
economic climate, the ring-fencing
of 20 per cent of the European
Social Fund for tackling poverty
and social exclusion has been
very welcome – as is the addition
of tackling poverty and social
exclusion, to join equality of
opportunity and environmental
sustainability as cross-cutting
themes.

Since 2014 WCVA’s “Active
Inclusion” continues to focus on
helping the most vulnerable in
Wales, assisting those who are
furthest from the labour market
find their way to employment and
betterment. Scores of people with
long term health and mental health
issues and people from areas of
traditionally low employment have
been given an opportunity to prove
themselves they wouldn’t have
otherwise had.
Key to the delivery of all these
programmes has been the
accessibility to both large and small
organisations so that the reach
and specialisms of the third sector
can be fully utilised in changing
lives and regenerating communities
across Wales.
Whilst employment projects like the
Future Jobs Fund and Jobs Growth
Wales weren’t part of the slate of
EU funding, the third sector was
able to actively draw on resources
and learning gained from delivery of
the previous projects to help people
get the chance they needed to get
jobs.
LESSONS LEARNT
The existing arrangement has
enabled the third sector to
influence the strategic direction
and administration of the
Funds, achieved through sector
representation on the Programme
Monitoring Committee. However,
this principle has not always been
replicated at a local or regional
level, with the sector often only
having token representation.
Therefore, any successor
arrangement should developed
through equal partnership with true
representation equality across the
sectors, both in terms of physical
representation and influence. This
will support the co-production of
activities that build resilience and
prosperity within the most deprived
communities.
One of the most frequent criticisms
of EU Structural Funding has been
its inaccessibility. To a certain
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extent the design principles, which
underpin the existing 2014 – 2020
Structural Funds Programme
have moved delivery away from a
multiplicity of funded interventions
towards larger, more strategic
models of delivery. As a result,
many initiatives are therefore led
by local authorities and Welsh
Government departments, with
the third sector and community
organisations mostly consigned to
the delivery of activity as opposed
to project lead or partner. This, in
some part, plays to the sector’s
strengths but also means the very
communities and organisations we
need to target have little say in the
design, delivery and management
of operations and therefore
become remote and cut off from
these programmes.
However, there are exceptions
to that in Wales WCVA has been
designated an Intermediate Body
with the ability to utilise a flexible,
accessible model of delivery helps
generate a more diverse and
innovative delivery pool. It ensures
funding is channelled to those most
suited to deliver those tailored
front-line interventions, required
within Wales’ most disadvantaged
communities. Simply supporting
those organisations who are
best placed to deal with heavy
administration and bureaucracy
stifles innovation and assumes that
one size fits all.
Under the current EU Structural
Funds programme in Wales, third
sector and community involvement
has been facilitated, encouraged
and supported by:
• Third sector led initiatives receiving
advance payments as opposed
to payment in arrears. Enabling
the third sector to participate in
the programmes and contributing
to alleviating some of the financial
risks associated with managing
and delivering European funded
projects and operations.
• Community organisations have
also been able to use the time of

volunteers as match funding towards
the total project cost. This has been
invaluable as it has alleviated the
burden of having to provide cash
match funding.
The new fund will need to have
flexible funding and payment models
incorporated into any successor fund
to ensure third sector organisations
are not excluded from delivery.
Using a more balanced, sustainable
model of funding incorporating
both grants and repayable finance.
The current allocation and award
of funding through the Structural
Funds does not represent a
sustainable model of delivery. Certain
interventions will always require grant
support, but any new successor
fund should, where possible,
support and encourage income
generation to ensure the long-term
sustainability of organisations. The
repayable finance model, currently
utilised by WCVA’s Social Business
Growth Fund (SBGF), is a hybrid
form of finance that sits between
grant and loan funding. An element
of grant funding is provided to the
recipient organisation (40% of the
ERDF support) and the remainder is
provided as repayable finance (60%
of the ERDF support). Organisations
are required to repay the repayable
finance element, but no interest
is charged. With SBGF additional
benefits are applied, such as a
reduction in the repayable amount
dependent on performance. This
model helps to encourage over
performance, increase the impact of
investments and creates a long-term
legacy for any successor fund.
The legacy of EU funding for the
Third Sector in Wales has always
been focused on communities, be
it by providing simple opportunities,
cohesion, outreach and support. The
measurement of success cannot
be simply in terms of the millions of
pounds that have come into Wales,
or an enrichment of the economy, but
in terms of the enrichment of people’s
lives and the new fund must continue
this work.
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CASE STUDY

Hannah, from Llanelli, became
homeless at the age of 16.
After a period living on the
streets, she found refuge with
homelessness charity, the
Wallich, before taking part in
their Gateway programme and
has shared her experience of
how she got her life back on
track.
‘There were a lot of major issues
at home which caused me to
become homeless at the age
of 16. I was really scared and
confused at the time because I
wasn’t used to living on my own,
but it was better than the situation
I was in before.
‘In January I was in the emergency
bed for four and a half weeks
before getting a flat in the Wallich.
The staff were absolutely fantastic
and have helped me through a lot
of difficult situations.

‘If I hadn’t come to the Wallich, I
don’t know where I’d be now. I
could be still on the streets, in jail
or even dead.
‘I’ve started a peer mentoring
course with the Wallich which is
about supporting other people,
communication, peer facilitating,
and it leads to an accredited
qualification.
‘By the end of the course hopefully
I’ll be able to mentor other people
to do the right thing and make
the right choices, particularly
people who’ve been in the same
situation as me. Homelessness,
drug, alcohol and mental health
problems and people who have
been long-term unemployed.
Through a Gateway-funded
programme, Hannah Torrington
was supported out of
homelessness and towards a
future where she is mentoring
other young people facing similar
circumstances.
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‘I’ve also become a volunteer at
a club where people with learning
disabilities meet and through the
peer mentoring I’ve done a ‘train
the trainer’ course which will allow
me to train other peer mentors in
the future.
‘I’m really excited about that
because I don’t think there’s
enough done to raise awareness
about homelessness and
disabilities. I just want to help other
young people and give something
back because this project has
turned my life around.’

OUTDOOR CAREERS IN NORTH WALES

Despite having the highest
concentration of outdoors
centres in the UK and an
activities sector worth
around £150 million, research
points to the region having a
disproportionately low number
of locally raised and Welsh
speaking people employed
in managerial and instructor
positions.
However, contracts through the
ILM project allowed 27 people
in North West Wales take part in
an outdoor programme that has
led to jobs in areas like mountain
leadership, coaching, and as
freelance instructors in canoeing,
kayaking, sailing and snow-sports.
The programme has been run by
the Outdoor Partnership and one
of the first participants to take part
was Brendan Zyborski.

A Welsh speaker from Menai
Bridge, Brendan had always
been interested in the outdoor
sector but found it impossible to
get a foot on the ladder without
qualifications or experience.
After a period of unemployment,
Brendan completed a taster
course with the Outdoor
Partnership, before successfully
applying for a supported
employment role with the National
Mountaineering Centre, Plas y
Brenin, in Capel Curig.
‘I’d always wanted to get into
this type of work but it’s very
difficult unless you’ve got certain
qualifications or had specific
training which I couldn’t afford.
‘I’ve been mentored by some
brilliant people at the Partnership
and at Plas y Brenin where the
staff are world class coaches and
instructors in areas like canoeing,
climbing and mountaineering.
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‘I can’t thank them enough. I’d
been out of work for eight months
before I got this opportunity. If I
hadn’t had the placement I might
have drifted into longer-term
unemployment without the skills
and prospects I have now.’

ST GILES TRUST
THIRD SECTOR PROVIDER WORKING WITH
DISADVANTAGED PEOPLE INCLUDING THOSE
WITH A HISTORY OF OFFENDING.

Maggie Cramb
Head of Skills & Employment
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BACKGROUND
St Giles is an innovative charity using expertise and real
life past experiences to help people overcome serious
disadvantage. In 2018/19 we helped nearly 25,000
people, enabling them to find jobs, homes and the
support they need to have a better future. This includes
providing rehabilitation services in over 30 prisons and 5
community locations across the UK.

Central to the work of St
Giles is our belief that people
with lived experience of
successfully overcoming
issues such as criminal
involvement, homelessness,
and addictions, hold the key to
positive change in others.
Many of our employees have
been in similar situations and use
their past experiences to inspire
and support those living through
it right now. Our Peer Advisors
Programme provides professional
training, and the opportunity to
complete a Level 3 qualification,
and make the transition to paid
roles.
Since 2011 St Giles has been
delivering specialist employment
services to very disadvantaged
people through different European
Social Fund (ESF) programmes.
An important and consistent one
is HMPPS Co-financing CFO,
(and previously NOMS ESF),
which we have been involved
with since 2011. Through our
rehabilitation activities we also
work in partnership with a range of
other HMPPS Co-financing (CFO)
providers across the country. We
therefore know at first-hand the

importance and huge value of
this specialist provision in terms
of enabling ex-offenders to turn
their lives around, with benefits
for their future, their families and
society. It is our strong belief that
this specialist provision needs to
be a strong element of the future
UK Shared Prosperity Fund and
that the focus and scale of this
provision needs to continue and
ideally expand.
HMPPS CFO PROGRAMME
HMPPS Co-Financing (CFO)
accesses European Social
Fund (ESF) to help offenders
and ex-offenders in custody
and the community progress
towards employment. The focus
is on those offenders who are
most challenging to help. Whilst
employment is the end goal, it is
very much also a social inclusion
initiative, recognising that this
wider focus is needed given the
complex and entrenched barriers
this group faces. The HMPPS
CFO provision for 2015 – 2023
is substantial, with a financial
allocation of £175 million. It is
supporting 94,088 people with
47,905 supportive measures;
39,991 will move into education or
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training whilst on the programme
or as a progression and 10,655
will progress into employment.
Significant numbers of these are
achieved via the use of specialist
voluntary and community sector
organisations.
LEVELS OF NEED
The prison population in June
2019 was 82,000 and most of
these prisoners will be released
at some point. In 2018, 59,000
people were sent to prison, with
almost half sentenced to serve
6 months or less. Re-offending
rates are high. The Prison Reform
Trust’s Bromley Briefings, Summer
2019, reported that nearly half of
adults (48%) are reconvicted within
one year of release: 64% for those
serving sentences of less than 12
months.
Evidence shows that getting a
stable and secure job is one of
the biggest factors in reducing
the likelihood of reoffending. Yet
75% of people leaving prisons
don’t have a job to go to and
Government statistics show that
only 17% of people are in PAYE
employment a year after leaving
prison.

However, cutting re-offending is
not simply a case of organising
jobs for prison leavers - though
this plays a critical role.
Research into the people who are
in our prisons explains why this
is much more complicated than
it might seem. It highlights the
severe and multiple disadvantage
that many people caught up in the
criminal justice system have, some
of which led to their offending in
the first place. This is precisely
what the CFO programme is
tackling.
Facts and figures highlighted
below from the Bromley Briefings
of the past 2 years, drawn largely
from government sources,
illustrate the situation.
> 79%

of women in prison and
71% of men reported that they
had a mental health issue. 26%
of women and 16% of men said
they had received treatment for a
mental health problem in the year
before custody. Whilst women
make up only 5% of the total
prison population, most have high
levels of mental health needs and
histories of abuse.

>Substance

misuse Nearly 30% of
men and over 40% of women say
they had a drug problem on arrival
to prison; 38% of men (66% of
women)in prison report committing
offences to get money to buy
drugs; and 13% of men (13%
women) are serving sentences for
drug offences.

>A

third of people (34%) assessed
in prison in 2017-18 reported
that they had a learning disability
or difficulty. More than 3 in 5
of people entering prison were
assessed as having a reading
age of 11 or lower – over 3
times higher than in the general
population (15%). 47% said they
had no qualifications, compared
to 15% of the general working age
population.

>68%

were unemployed in the 4
weeks before custody and 13%

stated that they had never had a
job.
>One

in 7 people who left prison
in the year to o March 2018 were
homeless. This increases to 1
in 5 for those serving a prison
sentence of less than 6 months.

A look at the social background
and experience of adult prisoners
further illuminates the scale of the
challenge. For example, 42% were
expelled or permanently excluded
from school; 59% had regularly
truanted from school; 24% taken
into care as a child; 29% had
experienced abuse as a child
(53% for women); and 41% had
observed violence in the home as
a child.
It is not surprising that amongst
this group of people many have
chaotic lives, are entrenched
in offending behaviour, without
positive family or friendship
influences, with a general mistrust
of mainstream agencies and
likely to fall through the gap in
mainstream provision. Most
will have low self-esteem and
confidence and gaining skills
and holding down a job is not
something that they see is
possible.
A further barrier they will face
is simply the fact of having a
criminal conviction. Ex-offenders
face a great deal of stigma and
discrimination including in the
labour market. Half of employer
respondents to a UK Gov survey
said that they would not consider
employing an offender or exoffender. Initiatives such as the
‘Ban the Box’ campaign are
making progress. This encourages
employers to remove the need
to disclose convictions at the
initial job application, as a first
step towards creating fairer
employment opportunities for
ex-offenders and 125 employers,
including the Civil Service, have
now signed up. There is however
still much to do to encourage
employers to change their
attitudes and practices.
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To make this happen it is
absolutely critical for businesses
to have candidates who have the
right skills and attributes for the
roles they are recruiting to. It is
also reassuring for employers to
know that candidates will have
ongoing support to help people
settle into their jobs. Ensuring that
people understand the rights and
responsibilities about disclosing
criminal convictions, and have the
confidence to disclose is a further
essential. These are the type of
skilled activities which our CFO
team is delivering on the ground.
ACHIEVEMENTS UNDER ESF
Within the different ESF
programme there are many expert
providers, often from the voluntary
and community sector, carrying
out important and successful
work with some of the most
disadvantaged people.
As one of these providers, St
Giles has developed a highly
effective way of working which
has produced excellent results.
Since 2011 we have supported
nearly 3000 people on NOMS ESF
and CFO provision achieving and
exceeding our targets.
This current HMPPS CFO model
has a planned staged ‘journey’
towards sustained work to ensure
that wider needs and social
inclusion are being addressed,
with a range of required supportive
measures, core activities, short
courses, vocational training and
education and reviews. The way
St Giles work fits well with this and
our approach is underpinned by
elements such as outlined below.
• Working holistically - identifying
and addressing the wider needs of
people; supporting and advocating
for them so they access the
wider services they need, such as
housing, specialist mental health
or substance misuse services.
• Partnership working - includes
delivering services at other
agencies offices and ‘joining things

up’ for people so they aren’t pulled
in different directions.
• Seeing people as individuals,
building relationships of trust over
time with an individual caseworker
to provide regular consistent
support and build motivation.
• Customising support to individual
needs and goals and working at a
pace which clients can manage.
• Not assuming that progress will be
linear: people will have setbacks
and several ‘goes’ at thing before
progress is sustainable.
• Supporting people to think about
longer term ambitions as well as
practical shorter term goals.
A particular feature of St Giles’
approach and how we deliver
ESF contracts, is to include
support from ‘someone who
has been there’ – our Peer
Advisors. They are people with
lived experience similar to our
clients who now are in training to
become professionally qualified
caseworkers for a future career
supporting others in situations
that they once were. A range
of external evaluations into this
approach, and the consistent
feedback from our clients,
confirms that people highly
appreciate this support, and
that Peer Advisors achieve
better, earlier and more honest
engagement than more traditional
staff. At the end of this paper we
have provided some outlines of
our work with individual people,
bringing to life both the needs
of this group and how they have
been supported through the ESF
programme.
To illustrate further the importance
of having future specialist
employment provision at a scale
and funding level similar to
CFO3, it is worth reflecting on
the absolute lack of alternatives
to this provision and the huge
gap losing this funding would
lead to. People will have help
from Probation services (National

Probation Service and Community
Rehabilitation Companies)
including from the in custody
resettlement teams. However,
limited funding means the support
will be brief and not meet the
needs of many prison leavers
There is DWP support through
JCPs, though their staff regularly
report that they don’t have the
expertise or time to support exoffenders. We regularly see people
falling through the gap between
Probation Services and DWP.
Prison governors now have
control over their education
budgets and there is a Dynamic
Purchasing System through
which they can procure services.
The focus however is very much
on education and whilst this
can support progress towards
employment the funding available
is limited and generally fairly short
term. There are recent employer
focused initiatives such as the
New Futures Network (NFN) which
is a specialist part of the prison
service that brokers partnerships
between prisons and employers.
This is a positive development but
in order for it to benefit the sort of
people that CFO3 targets, i.e. the
most disadvantaged ex-offenders,
support for individuals needs to
run in parallel with this.
VIEWS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
THE UK SHARED PROSPERITY
FUND
We believe this is potentially
a great opportunity to shape
a programme which is fit for
purpose going forward. From our
experience of delivering CFO3 and
other ESF programmes there are
many positive features which we
believe should get taken forward
into the new replacement fund
and below we have outlined these
along with other suggestions that
would strengthen the provision.
>Our

main recommendation is
that there needs to be continued
specialist support for ex-offenders
facing complex disadvantage;
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funded at a level which allows for
customised, long term support
and taking on board the social
inclusion aspect. With that in place
our experience shows people
can and do turn their lives around
and build future positive lives.
This target group will not do well
in generalist provision and there
is plenty of evidence of this, for
example in how DWP provision
is unable to adequately support
people from this background.
>We

strongly believe that taking
into consideration the scale of
need, prison numbers, the link
between being employment and
desistance; and the social and
economic cost of reoffending,
there is a strong case for
expanding the provision as part of
the new Fund.

>People

should be at the centre
of the programme design and
it must recognise and respond
to the complex needs of very
disadvantaged ex-offenders.
Simply providing jobs without the
support for individuals to address
the complexity and need outlined
above will always only have limited
success. Having well prepared
and supported candidates will
go a long way to persuade
more employers to engage, and
there will be more people with
the necessary employability to
address labour market skills gaps
going forward in a post Brexit
economy.

>An

increasingly important activity
which the Fund needs to embed,
given labour market and economy
trends, is to support people into
better work. The recent Social
Metrics Commission report
confirms that being in work is no
longer protection against poverty
and the last few years has seen
a significant rise in insecure, zero
hours and poorly paid work.

For ex-offenders, the
consequence of having a job
that isn’t financially viable, having
fluctuating hours and income, or
losing a job, can be huge, with
potentially graver consequences
than for others.
St Giles, with funding from J P
Morgan and Trust for London, is
currently piloting two ‘Better Work’
projects, one specifically for exoffenders and we have a special
interest in this area of work. A
key early learning point is being
intelligent about how ‘better work’
is defined – using crude salary
income is not always helpful.
In terms of more technical issues
for the Fund our suggestions
include the following.
>ESF

is match funded and we
think that there is value in this
aspect continuing, so that the
replacement fund would similarly
be providing additionality,
enhancing and linking in with
existing provision and other
interventions – avoiding silo
working.

>It

is important that there is
diversity of provision and that
charities of the size of St Giles
(£11 million annual turnover) are
in a position to bid directly to get
involved, without going through
the supply chains of large Prime
providers. This latter situation
has increasingly been the case
with ESF, and something which
the future Fund should reverse.
Charities and voluntary and
community organisations have
a closeness and understanding
of the needs of the people they
work with and can make a unique
contribution to programmes.

>St

Giles is currently also delivering
under the Building Better
Opportunities programme and
we think there is much for UKSPF
to learn from this. From our
experience having a mixture of
outputs, outcomes and funding
delivered through grants, with
tightly reviewed targets, is

highly effective and encourages
innovation.
>The

evidencing requirements
for the programme need to be
appropriate to the client group
it is designed for. St Giles has
had some negative experiences
on another ESF programme for
highly marginalised people such
as ex-offenders and those who are
homeless. Despite our success
at engaging and supporting
people into work, the bureaucratic
and demanding identification
requirements for the sign up
paperwork was impossible to
comply with for the client group
e.g. a passport; evidence of living
at an address for a period of time.
This meant that a programme
which was specifically designed
for the most hard to reach people
was effectively not available to
them, and therefore not an efficient
use of funding – something to be
avoided in future Funds.

>Most

IT systems of various ESF
programmes seem clumsy and not
user friendly. It would be great of
the new fund could have improved
digital technology that recognises
that delivery often happens on an
outreach basis e.g. so for example
uses mobile apps.
Our last and strongest
recommendation is for the new
Fund, and organisations that
will be involved, is to embrace
‘lived experience’ ways of
working. Having a delivery
workforce representative of
the disadvantaged people it is
supporting, has huge benefits for
all stakeholders, transforming how
services are delivered. St Giles
is developing Peer Hubs across
the UK, and further information is
available at tinyurl.com/yyczo4z4.
BENEFICIARY PROFILES
When ‘J‘ was referred to the
programme he was sofa surfing
with the partner that he cared
for. His initial priorities were
support with housing and part
time employment, which would
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fit with his carer role. His St Giles
caseworker secured private rented
housing for ‘J’ and his partner,
after applying for funding from a
Trust for a rent deposit and home
starter pack. She also provided
information and contacts about
mental health services for J’s
partner who engaged with the
services. This meant that ‘J’ could
apply for a full time job, as they
would have struggled with the
rent on part time wages. ‘J’ was
supported to create a CV and the
caseworker contacted employer
partners who were known to be
ex-offender friendly, one of whom
offered ‘J’ a full time job which he
is sustaining.
‘C’ has been a client of St Giles
on and off for a few years but
he has struggled to engage and
been in and out of custody. This
year, whilst in custody he asked
his offender manager to get him
back in touch with his original
St Giles caseworker who began
working with him again during his
sentence. Upon his release he
voluntarily had a tag and moved
areas to prevent him associating
with negative peer groups. His
caseworker supported him with
applying for a college course;
arranging and viewing properties,
obtaining a birth certificate so he
had ID; and applying for jobs. He
is now in full time work.
‘H’ suffered from poor mental
health as well as the impact of his
convictions. He struggled to go
into the town centre but slowly,
over several appointments with
his caseworker, he did things
that he had been struggling with
e.g. getting on a bus, going
to the supermarket, talking to
neighbours. ‘H’ now does these
activities on his own, walks his
dog with a neighbour and his
confidence has soared. His
caseworker has also been working
with him on applying for jobs and
he has successfully secured a full
time role.
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ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES (AOC)
NATIONAL VOICE FOR FURTHER EDUCATION,
SIXTH FORM, TERTIARY AND SPECIALIST COLLEGES
IN ENGLAND
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INTRODUCTION
According to the ESF Project Data for 2014 – 2020,
FE Colleges held direct contracts for almost 25% of
the overall allocations of just under £800,000,000. 29
Colleges hold direct contracts. There are many more
involved in consortia bids, so the actual amount of activity
delivered by colleges using ESF funding is higher than this.
Funded projects cover all strands of all priorities supported
by the fund.

This money is used to support
activity not funded elsewhere,
that helps English Colleges
in their mission to support
their local communities both
socially and economically.
The activities seen within
Colleges are closely aligned
to the purpose of ESF across
it’s priority areas, so it is not
surprising to see a significant
portion of this vital funding
accessed by FE Colleges.
Most of these projects are
delivered in partnerships that pull
together other education providers
– universities, independent training
providers, charities and a range
of stakeholders from the local
community, reflecting the role that
the FE College holds within the
community it serves.
Without access to such flexible
funding designed to support
those whose access to more
mainstream education and training
opportunity would be limited or
even non-existent, Colleges would
struggle to effectively support the
most vulnerable individuals and
businesses. Individuals that need
a ‘wrap-around’ service to support
access to learning, those that

need a more individualised service
to keep them from becoming
NEET, or need a route back from
NEET into sustainable work. And
businesses that need flexible
support to develop their staff and
thus grow their business and
increase productivity….. and need
space and practical demonstration
of how a commitment to staff
development can lead directly to
business gains.
To demonstrate the type of
activities that are supported
by the fund, AoC asked
Calderdale College to provide
some information to give some
practical examples of how
the fund can impact on local
communities.
BACKGROUND
Calderdale College based in the
heart of West Yorkshire has a
long-established history in delivery
EU funded learning primarily to
support Employers and their
employees. Since 2007 the
college has delivered over £150m
worth of ESF funded activity in
Yorkshire and across several other
regions both directly funded by
DWP and co-financed by ESFA
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(and predecessor organisations).
It is a key area of activity for the
college and as well as benefitting
the local community through
the provision of support training
to large and small businesses
allowing them to grow and prosper
through learning, it has also
helped the college overcome cuts
in more general Further Education
funding.
THE BENEFITS
Over the last ten years and
through access to ESF strands
from both DWP and ESFA,
Calderdale College has reached
over 20,000 individual employers
and well in excess of 100,000
individuals. ESF allows the college
more freedom in matching the
training provided to the precise
needs to the employer and
the individual. Individuals have
progressed into further learning,
promotion or achieved a level
2 where individuals had been
unsuccessful in academic study
and had limited career prospects
as a result. Businesses have seen
increases in productivity, growth...
and more motivated staff.

Qualifications (other than
apprenticeships) have been
delivered that have allowed
individuals to become more
productive in the workplace, to
progress in the workplace and
to move on to higher level skills
and into apprenticeships where
appropriate.
It is not just the individuals who
benefit. Evaluation of the Skills
Support in the Workplace ESF
project saw 90% of employers
saying the training had advanced
the skills and knowledge of
their employees resulting in
improvements in key areas of their
business. The flexibility provided
by such ESF funded projects has
helped the college to develop
longer term associations with
employers and to introduce them
to the relationship between staff
training and business growth
and productivity. ESF funded
projects allow colleges to develop
relationships with local businesses
and to demonstrate that training
can be an effective solution to
business problems.
Whilst the data shows the
enormous number of businesses
and individuals that have been
supported through ESF supported
projects managed by colleges,
this does not explain the individual
impact that these projects can
have on both employers and
individuals. This is perhaps best
expressed in the words of those
employers and individuals. Below
is a sample of comments gathered
by Calderdale College through
ESF project participant surveys:

EMPLOYERS SAID:
• Really beneficial to our business
• The course was fantastic, some
really useful information, and a
great networking event to attend,
it’s helped us refine our start up
growth plans considerably!
• Professional and Friendly training,
have recommended.
• Brilliant training which has helped
my business greatly.
• THANK YOU FOR THE
OPPORTUNITY
• Fantastic training, would
recommend to any business.
Thank you.

INDIVIDUALS SAID: PARTICIPANT
TEXT SKILLS TRAINING SURVEY
• 95% of the individuals supported
rated the college delivery at the
highest grade available.
• The training I received was brilliant
from start to finish I am looking at
progressing on to the next stage
• Thank you for allowing me to raise
my qualifications.
• Interesting and informative pack. Very
helpful assessor. I enjoyed the whole
process. A good way to learn at
one’s own pace. This type of training
is ideal to fit around shift patterns - I
work night shifts so could do the
training when it was convenient for
me. Thank you.

• I found the training to be excellent,
it refreshed my knowledge and
gave me the confidence to create
a 10 year growth plan for my
company in the north east. I
would highly recommend this
course.

• Training is enjoyable & relevant to my
role

• The training I attended has helped
me to increase my business &
income. It provided me with the
tools & knowledge to use my
time more efficiently, advertise
effectively and make new
contacts. Very informative, useful
courses with excellent staff who
were very experienced and made
it interesting & fun.

• Has been my pleasure being part of
this program. Has been such helpful
for me. I am thankful to anyone for
this training.

• Enterprise Made Simple were
fantastic from start to finish. The
team were so helpful and hugely
passionate about supporting all
businesses attending the training.
I cannot praise them enough and
the training has genuinely had
a huge impact on my business
and on the other businesses that
attended.
• The best I’ve been to in a long
time. Excellent delivery of the
training.
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• Well informed and understandable
• Very enjoyable. Training was not
death by PowerPoint as usual

• Very well executed by trainer. I found
the course informative n applicable to
the job I’m in.
• This is good for future
• Great support and delivered to a high
standard
• The training I am receiving is
very informative and delivered
professionally
• It’s the best training I had. I’m very
happy.
• It opened my eyes. There were things
in the book that I never knew. It has
helped me a lot
• I am very happy with this training and
I would like to tell everyone about it
so that they can also improve their
selves and stay safe

CONCLUSION
The Association of Colleges strongly supports the need
for a fund to replace ESF post Brexit, if colleges are to
continue to support those in their community most at risk
economically or socially and support the goals of economic
prosperity and social cohesion within the communities they
serve.
ESF as it stands does have its faults, and AoC see a real
opportunity within the development of the SPF for all
stakeholders to work together to create a fund that learns
from both the strengths and weaknesses of ESF.
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THE PRINCE’S TRUST
A YOUTH CHARITY THAT HELPS YOUNG PEOPLE AGED
11 TO 30 GET INTO JOBS, EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The UK Shared Prosperity
Fund is an essential
commitment to socially
inclusive growth
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INTRODUCTION
The Prince’s Trust is a leading youth charity in the UK with
national reach. We support over 70,000 young people
each year across the UK. Over the past 43 years we have
built a track record of achieving and improving enterprise,
employability and skills outcomes for young people in
Wales, England, Scotland and Northern Ireland through
tailored, quality services.

We believe that if the UK
invests in young people, young
people will invest back into the
UK, making this the best place
in the world to be young.
We have received ESIF and its
legacy funds for over 20 years,
targeting the hardest to reach
young people and developing
tailored pathways through a range
of employability interventions.
Like many other organisations
who invest ESIF funding in
disadvantaged groups, through
national programme delivery we
can ensure equality of employment
opportunities for vulnerable young
people.
We support ERSA’s comment
that “retaining a separate budget
within the UK Shared Prosperity
Fund (UKSPF) to support
disadvantaged communities
and groups is essential”. For the
Trust, this is particularly relevant
to young people. Removing
funds – especially in the context
of reduced funding to wider youth
services - would be detrimental
to young people, impact charity
operations and limit their
sustainability.

We see the power and potential
of investing in young people.
The Prince’s Trust directs
£5m each year of current EU
funding to young people from
underrepresented groups. Tens
of thousands of young lives
have been transformed by this
investment, but there remain
improvements to be made in the
way funding is directed, distributed
and evaluated.
It is essential that UK SPF
matches current ESIF commitment
to £1.5bn per year]. We strongly
support previous published
submissions from Welsh
Government, NCVO and ERSA
among others, that there should
be no decrease in successor
funding, and encourage thinking
on increased investment post EUExit.
The total amount of money
provided for the UK successor
fund should be no less than
existing levels of ESIF currently
provided and no clipping or ringfencing of any kind should take
place at UK level. All secured
funding, rolling into UK SPF,
should be shared as per current
ESIF arrangements. There needs
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also to be consideration of
other (non ESIF) funding used
for collaboration, innovations
and skills development, such as
ERASMUS.
We would propose a minimum
five-year term for successor fund
and a preferred seven-year term,
consistent with previous ESIF
block funding. This offers third
sector bodies opportunity for
longer term planning, impactful
programmes: removing the usual
short term or worse, annualised
funding offered by Trusts,
foundations, local public partners.
That said, we do not believe it
would be appropriate to roll in
other budget lines, for example
the Local Growth Fund in England,
into the UK Shared Prosperity
Fund. For reasons stated above
and for the purposes of focus
and transparency, the UK SPF
should be a standalone fund.
This ensures the UK focus of the
fund which, when criteria and
allocations are determined, will be
available to the UK nations and
regions.

We believe that funding must be
devolved to nations and further
devolved to sub-regions such as
local and combined authorities
which would ensure that bids and
applications reflect the local needs
(against the Fund criteria) and can
involve local partnerships in their
delivery.
There is already local authority
involvement in various devolved
national and regional investments,
and this should continue. The
local authorities should also
continue to play a key role in
local planning and governance.
Their role should form part of
the guidance of a future UK SPF.
We believe there should be a
collective review process with
devolved administrations to agree
simplification, purpose, vision and
focus of the Fund and particularly
around eligibility and compliance.
There are collective years of
experience from devolved
administrations who should
contribute to this work. However,
before deciding how investment
should be split across the four
nations of the UK, there are a
number of fundamental criteria to
be considered.
WHAT ARE THE PRIORITIES
FOR UK SPF?
The UK Government should
set the broad guidelines for the
priorities to be supported by
the SPF. Purpose, vision and
measures should be set at UK
level (ensuring transparency
across the nations and regions).
We hope there will be a collective
review process to agree
simplification and re-processing
particularly around eligibility and
compliance. There are collective
years of experience (from existing
funded organisations) to contribute
to this work which should be
designed into the Fund’s Purpose
and Vision.
Firstly, The Prince’s Trust would
welcome greater clarity of purpose
for the UK SPF, defined in more

CASE STUDY:
MATTHEW, 20, EDINBURGH

Matthew struggled with mental
health problems and rebuilt
his confidence with Prince’s
Trust support. He now works
as an IT apprentice at Standard
Life where he also writes a
blog about his mental health
experiences.
Mathew, 20, from Edinburgh,
struggled at home and at school,
where he had been physically and
emotionally tormented by his peers.
“I moved schools four times, but I
was always dealing with bullying. I
got out and left as soon as I could.
I didn’t stick around for my exams.
“My doctor diagnosed me with
anxiety, depression and posttraumatic stress disorder. By that
point, I’d already given up on
my future, to the point I lost my
purpose and I didn’t want to be
here anymore so I escaped through
substance abuse.”
With help from his Skills
Development Scotland advisor
Mathew completed a personal
development course with The
Prince’s Trust and then enrolled
on a Get into Customer Service,
delivered in partnership with Aegon,
which gives unemployed young
people the skills they need to gain
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employment in the sector.
“I got a job with Aegon, but it didn’t
work out because of personal
problems but I learned a lot from
this work environment.
“My anxiety returned then, so I
went back to The Trust, worked
on my CV and applied for a paid
internship at Standard Life. I was
one of 12 out of 200 selected
to join. “Standard Life has been
amazing. My internship got
extended and then they offered me
an IT apprenticeship, which I love. I
should even achieve a Diploma in IT
at the end of it.”
Mathew has found his niche at
Standard Life. He is involved with
its mental health initiatives, writes
an internal blog about his personal
mental health journey in hopes to
encourage people to talk about
their problems, and has been
nominated for an Inspiration Award.
“I struggle to think about where
I would be if it wasn’t for The
Prince’s Trust. They took me on
and gave me the chance everyone
deserves, even when I had so
many problems and difficulties;
and they always wanted me to
succeed.”

detail, particularly its focus (skills,
skills development, infrastructure
and investment etc). We would
strongly advocate for a distinct
focus on young people as a group
that have been left scarred by the
financial crisis but have potential
that could be unlocked through
these funds.
The vision of the UKSPF is unclear.
There is a link to local industrial
strategies, a term largely being
interpreted to apply to England
and LEPs. There is an absence
of how this link relates to the
strategic and economic blueprints
of the Welsh and NI Assemblies
and Scottish Government.
Clarification of the vision and
its links to nations and regions’
strategic drivers is needed.

Sandy Macdonald, Head of
Sustainability, Standard Life, said:
“Every time Mathew has
been faced with a challenge,
he has found his way. His
resourcefulness, values and
courage mean he has created a
path no-one in our business has
ever travelled before. He deserves
every bit of success that comes
his way.”
Mathew would one day like
to start a social enterprise
supporting young people with
mental health problems through
different forms of entertainment.

Secondly, we believe UK SPF
should have a clearly defined
alignment to productivity. Tens
of thousands of young people
come to The Prince’s Trust each
year wanting to turn their lives
around and move into education,
training or work. An alignment of
UK SPF to productivity targets in
workforce and development would
suggests that other outcomes,
relating to people and young
people specifically (retraining,
volunteering, further and higher
education, self-employment
options) could be equally valued.
In this way, unleashing the
productivity of underrepresented
groups could be a huge
opportunity for UK SPF.
Thirdly, the focus on economic
development and enterprise
should be supported by cross
cutting themes of equality, diversity
and inclusivity: focussing on
supporting people (particularly
young people) to develop the skills
for future employment through
training, supported employment
programmes and mentoring.
ERDF has previously focussed
on investment and infrastructure
with ESF focussing on skills
development primarily. Combining
the best of both legacy funds into
UK SPF would be the strategic
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aim of UK SPF. People should be
at the very centre of the UK SPF.
There are several industries and
sectors that will need to up-skill
/ recruit a new workforce due
to the forecasted decline in EU
workers. Greater flexibility in the
new replacement Fund could
help us reach further and supply
these industries and sectors
with a talented young workforce
which will ultimately enhance UK’s
economy.
Government data (particularly
around criteria for eligibility) should
be an input to determining criteria.
However, particularly for young
people, this is only one source.
We are very aware of the number
of young people, facing multiple
barriers, who are “hidden” from
official UK statistics: those young
people who have never been
engaged by Job Centre Plus or
statutory agencies and do not
appear in Government statistics.
HOW SHOULD UK SPF
BE ALLOCATED ACROSS
PRIORITIES?
There is a considerable debate
about how funding should
be allocated and distributed.
Economists have contributed to
this debate already. We would
recommend a full independent
analysis to propose future UK
SPF allocation models for further
consultation and agreement.
Ideally, allocations or shares would
be linked to national and regional
deprivation indexes: ensuring that
funding is committed to vulnerable
areas, regions and people
(particularly children and young
people) facing multiple barriers to
success.
We would welcome a planned
timetable for open competitive
funding calls. A fixed timetable
ensures that release and
submission dates, and a fixed
period for the funding itself is
explicit.

We would resist any suggestion
on “first come, first served” basis
which disadvantages UK wide
bodies applying for funding.

CASE STUDY:
ALLANA, 23, COVENTRY
(CENTRAL ENGLAND)

The impact made by the Fund
should be designed in at the
outset. Confirming outputs and
outcomes and giving consideration
to how those will be measured
and evaluated, ensuring that we
measure the right things and that
outcomes are designed into the
UK SPF from the outset.
Funded programmes need to be
accountable.. Future governance
needs to be fair and reasonable,
appropriately linked to government
policies and priorities (such as
living wage agenda, legislation UK
and devolved, regional economic
and social priorities).
HOW CAN THE UK SPF
BE MORE EFFICIENT AND
EFFECTIVE?
The UK SPF must be low cost to
administer and low in bureaucracy.
It should recognise that charities
particularly have valid overhead
costs and a proportion of core
costs must be considered
as eligible expenditure. Core
funding allows for innovation and
development, helping the sector
respond to the changing needs of
young people and the economy.
• UK SPF must recognise the
changing and dynamic nature
of work and employment
contracts, training, volunteering
and education options for young
people (and others).
The following improvements could
provide real savings, efficiency and
value for money:
• Start/Milestone and Outcome
payments should be created in
order to track the value of the
funding.

“I had a difficult childhood
due to being bullied in school
and having a tough time at
home. I left school with no
qualifications and, after school,
attended college and completed
five courses but these didn’t
end up going anywhere.”
“I was having problems at home
and decided to leave on many
occasions but returned each time.
However, I left permanently at the
age of 21 which is when I met
my partner Sam, whose family
was very kind, supportive and
welcoming.”
“After being unemployed for a
year, my partner’s mother told me
about The Prince’s Trust Get Into
the NHS programme. I looked for
more information and attended a
Taster Day - this was the first time
in a year I had spoken to any new
people as I had been incredibly
down. Lacking in confidence and
guidance, I realised that this was
the place I needed to start to build
my future.”

• A review of claims’ evidence and
employer confirmations should
include digital option: using
technology effectively to process

88

Allana started the four-week
Prince’s Trust ‘Get into the NHS’
programme, which helped her
self-esteem and confidence. She
also attended an eight-week
IT traineeship which coincided
with the Get Into programme.
She was successful in getting an
Apprenticeship in Recruitment in
the NHS.
“These programmes, and the staff
running them, helped me to build
my self-confidence. I am currently
a lot more positive about my life –
after completing an apprenticeship
with the NHS, I am now employed
as a Wellbeing Assistant with them.
Now I know what I can achieve, I
really want to keep pushing myself
in the future.”

claims and provide evidence
would improve data collection;
• Start Payments should not be
predicated on confirmation
of benefits (only Right to
Work). Preparation of UK SPF
Launch: awareness roadshows
and, for successful awarded
bodies, an initial induction and
information meetings; training
on management information
systems and processes;
• Monitoring visits to providers
and their subcontractors (should
include face-to-face interviews
with staff, participants and
stakeholders);
• Compliance spot checks eg
minimum 10% claims including
supporting evidence;

CONCLUSION
Our vision for the future of UK SPF is simple: a
dedicated, sustainable fund that unlocks the potential of
underrepresented groups across the UK and connects
them to fulfilling, rewarding opportunities in education,
training or work.
To deliver this vision, there are some crucial requirements.
The total amount of money provided for the UK successor
fund should be no less than existing levels of ESIF currently
provided, and its impact should be greater through
identified efficiencies.
It will have to be designed thoughtfully with input from
those who will benefit and those who will ultimately get the
funding to the frontline. And it will be able to demonstrate –
through rigorous independent and objective analysis – the
impact it has made.

• Introduction of a standard
template paperwork and issue
this at the start. This makes it
easier for everyone, and ensures
all the correct data is captured;
• Confirm eligibility criteria and
requirements at the start;
• Recruit capable UK SPF
Contract Managers to support
the Fund.
• A clear project timetable pre
UK SPF implementation, visible
to all bodies, and then ongoing
project management for launch
and roll out. Delays in the
project planning of UK SPF
should not then squeeze into
the competitive bidding process
where, for example, the funder is
clawing back time for “go live”.
The monitoring and evaluation
framework should be developed
by taking the best elements of
the current ESIF programme,
moderated by providers/delivery
partners in the current 2014-20
programme, the claims process
and evaluation process should
be redesigned.
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ACRONYMS
BAME

Black Asian Minority Ethnic

CLLD

Community-Led Local Development

CFO

Co-Financing

DHCLG / MHCLG

Department / Ministry of Housing Communities and Local Government

DWP

Department for Work and Pensions

EHRC

Equality and Human Rights Commission

ERDF

European Regional Development Fund

ERSA

Employment Related Services Association

ERASMUS

European community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students

ESF

European Social Fund

ESFA

Education and Skills Funding Agency

ESIF

European Structural and Investment Funds

FE

Further Education

GrOW

Get Ready for Work

HMPPS

Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service

ILM

Intermediate Labour Market

JCP

Jobcentre Plus

LEP

Local Enterprise Partnerships

MCA

Mayors and Combined Authorities

NCVO

National Councils for Voluntary Organisations

NEET

Not in Education, Employment or Training

SBGF

Social Business Growth Fund

STEM

Science, technology, engineering and mathematics

SSU

Skills Support for the Unemployed

UKICE

UK in a Changing Europe

YEI

Youth Employment Initiative
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