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Executive Summary 
In April 2022, Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly were allocated £132m for local investment through the 

UK Shared Prosperity Fund and £5.6m through the Rural England Prosperity Fund. These funds form 

the Good Growth Programme, providing investment in Community and Place, Supporting Local 

Business, and People and Skills. 

This interim report presents findings from a performance and process review of the programme, 

covering the period from April 2022 to March 2024. The final report, scheduled for March 2025, will 

assess the programme’s impacts. 

Delivery and Process Review 

Programme Design and Guidance 

The shape of the programme was developed based on a series of 42 defined Funding 

Opportunities, with an initiation form developed for each. Their design included consideration of 

regional needs as well as alignment with Investment Priorities and Good Growth Principles, 

ensuring that there was no or limited overlap between different Opportunities. In each case an 

allocation of contracted SPF funds was made, along with defined outcome and output targets. 

Effective routes to market as well as project value thresholds were defined in each case. The 

programme began development of the initiation forms four months before the Investment Plan 

was approved, which played a key role in enabling a strong start to programme delivery.   

To deliver the funding opportunities, the programme effectively utilised a range of routes to 

market. Open calls were used to ensure broad accessibility of funds, further extended by Delegated 

Grant Schemes. Where a single provider was best placed to coordinate efforts, direct 

commissioning and in-house delivery were utilised. 

Most funding opportunities experienced strong demand, reflecting strong alignment with local 

needs. Where demand was lower this was typically due to shorter timescales for response, and 

more narrowly focused scopes. One of the main challenges with the approach was that the large 

number of funding opportunities required substantial resources to manage. 

Programme guidance was simple to access, though some found the large volume of content and 

the complexity of some aspects to be challenging. Organisations which were more experienced 

with similar funding programmes were typically better placed to navigate this, but less experienced 

ones found this to be more difficult. 

Good Growth Principles were generally understood by Projects and did influence project design. In 

addition to initiating and broadening discussions regarding the principles, there were notable 

examples such as projects deploying more renewable energy technologies and emphasising the 

adoption of real living wage practices. Further guidance on practical implementation for different 

kinds of projects could have further enhanced their influence on project design and execution.  
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The Enquiry Form process was seen to be a straightforward initial stage. Dedicating programme 

resources to initial reviews was important for managing the high number of EFs. The process 

provided advice and necessary information to applicants, helping them to make informed decisions 

as to their applications, project design, or other opportunities. Resources were invested in a 

Delivery Facilitation Team to provide smaller organisations with support and resources for 

preparing applications, which enhanced fund accessibility.  

The application form was broadly felt to be reasonable in terms of the detail required, although 

some less experienced organisations, nevertheless, found that the level of detail required and the 

amount of guidance to adhere to were still a challenge. The application form was simplified, in 

comparison to those used initially, which meant that a more detailed business case for higher-value 

projects was required post-approval for more comprehensive due diligence. 

Project Appraisal 

The project appraisal process reflected a thorough and robust approach. Initially, this involved two 

appraisers reviewing applications against key criteria and providing recommendations. This was 

followed by a peer review by the SPF Assurance and Oversight Working Group, which included 

various team members and subject experts. Discrepancies in scores were discussed and adjusted, 

and, subsequently, appraisal reports were drafted for the Economic Prosperity Board Meeting. 

Successful projects proceeded to contracting, while unsuccessful ones received feedback. Part-way 

through delivery the process was adjusted in order to allow for some unsuccessful projects to be 

added to a reserve list, which could be revisited if further funding became available. 

The number of applications (498) was higher than expected, which led the Good Growth Team to 

expand its appraisal capacity. Connecting newer appraisers with more experienced ones within the 

process helped to ensure that this functioned effectively. Some stakeholders noted how the 

appraisal process was lengthy; in some cases this reflected where additional information had to be 

sought from the applicant to enable robust appraisal; in other areas there may have been 

opportunities to streamline the process slightly, e.g. revising the review of the ‘Development and 

Decision Wheel’, which some noted to be partially duplicating the assessment against Good Growth 

Principles.  

Strategic Governance and Operational Programme Management 

The core aspects of the governance structure were bound by the Local Government Act and 

ensured accountability and transparency. The CIoS Economic Prosperity Board, supported by the 

Prosperity Advisory Panel, oversees the programme, meeting quarterly. Part-way through delivery 

it was identified that the programme’s complexity and challenging delivery timescales necessitated 

the introduction of key delegated powers to make the governance process more agile and more 

responsive.  

The programme’s development represents a formative journey, and has helped to establish the 

foundational processes, structures and practices for future initiatives. The enhancement in 

collaborative relationships across the Good Growth Team and the Economic Prosperity Board has 

been crucial in streamlining the governance process. 
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Contracting and Funded Projects 

The contracting approach focused on ensuring thorough due diligence to ensure responsible use of 

public funding. This required business cases compliant with HMT Green Book for projects 

requesting more than £500k, which was resource-intensive for some Projects and particularly 

challenging for those less familiar with public funding bids. Although over 60% of Project surveyed 

indicated satisfaction with the process, some found this to be highly resource-intensive and time-

consuming, and in some cases causing delays that impacted delivery schedules.  

Contracted projects were considered to be well distributed across the CIoS region and priority 

sectors, reflecting the programme’s objective of equitable levelling-up (with £61.4m across 39 CIoS-

wide projects, just over £27.6m across 25 Cornwall-wide projects, and £48.1m across 79 location-

specific projects) — regional economic growth.  

Project Monitoring and Ongoing Support 

The Good Growth Programme Management Office manages project performance and claims. 

Projects were satisfied with the process of quarterly claim reporting, although some noted 

challenges with understanding evidence requirements for some indicators. Furthermore, the PMO 

is responsible for assurance of spend, output and outcome claims, with all claims currently 

reviewed for comprehensive assurance. Some consultees noted that a more risk-based screening 

approach would improve delivery agility. 

Programme Financial and Output Performance 

Financial Performance 

As of the end of 13th April 2024, £131.6m across 141 projects had been approved for contracting, 

which represents 96% of the £137.6m received. In total, £39.9m, or 33% of the contracted funds, 

has been spent. This compares to an original expectation of 37% to be spent by March 2024. This 

reflects that progress against allocations is very close to target, despite the significant early delays 

to approving the Investment Plan, which reduced the available time in which to spend funds in Year 

1 (2022/23). 

Output and Outcome Performance 

At the end of May 2024 the programme had contracted more than the amounts targeted in the 

Investment Plan for 35 out of the 42 output indicators and for 38 out of the 40 outcome indicators. 

Should the contracted projects fulfil their targets the programme is poised to exceed its Investment 

Plan targets for most indicators. It is too early to analyse performance against these targets at the 

time of this evaluation.
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1. Introduction 
In April 2022, Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly (CIoS) were allocated £132m for local investment 

through the United Kingdom (UK) Shared Prosperity Fund (SPF) and £5.6m through the Rural SPF. 

This fund is a key component of the UK Government’s broader commitment to levelling up all 

regions by investing in the following three Investment Priorities: Community and Place, Supporting 

Local Business, and People and Skills. 

The Good Growth Programme, under the governance of the Cornwall and Isles of Scilly Economic 

Prosperity Board (Economic Prosperity Board) — a joint committee comprising elected members 

from Cornwall Council and the Council of the Isles of Scilly — is managed by Cornwall Council. 

This interim report, the first of two, presents findings from a process review of the programme’s 

design, implementation and delivery, covering the period from April 2022 to March 2024. The final 

report, scheduled for March 2025, will assess the programme’s impact in relation to the objectives 

outlined in the Investment Plan. 

1.1 Overview of the Good Growth Programme 
The UK Government launched the £2.6bn UK SPF in April 2022 as a successor to the previous 

European Union (EU) Structural Funds. In July 2022, Cornwall Council and the Isles of Scilly Council 

submitted their Good Growth Investment Plan, detailing the strategy and delivery approach for a 

SPF allocation.  

CIoS were allocated £132m in UKSPF funding for the period 1st April 2022 to 31st March 2025 to 

achieve the outcomes set out in the CIoS Local Investment Plan. In a separate but related process, 

CIoS received £5.6m in Rural SPF funding following the submission of an Investment Plan 

addendum. Delivery of the Local Investment Plan and Addendum is the responsibility of the CIoS 

Economic Prosperity Board. Within this overall allocation the funding is divided into an allocation 

for a national adult numeracy scheme called “Multiply” (£2.5m) and the SPF Core budget (£130m). 

Both required a separate Investment Plan to be submitted to government, but the CIoS Economic 

Prosperity Board have decision-making responsibilities over the entirety of the SPF budget. The 

objectives of the SPF Good Growth Programme are to: 

• Boost productivity, pay, jobs, and living standards by growing the private sector, especially in 

those places where they are lagging. 

• Spread opportunities and improve public services, especially in those places where they are 

weakest. 

• Restore a sense of community, local pride, and belonging, especially in those places where they 

have been lost. 

• Empower local leaders and communities, especially in those places lacking local agency. 

• Through the Multiply programme, increase levels of functional numeracy in the adult 

population. 
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In alignment with the broader levelling-up agenda, the SPF enabled CIoS to deliver against their 

Local Industrial Strategy vision and Good Growth Principles as summarised in the Good Growth 

Investment Plan: 

• By 2030 the CIoS creative and carbon-neutral economy will be realising opportunities for its 

people, communities and businesses to thrive, benefitting the environment and providing an 

outstanding quality of life for all. 

• Deliver inclusive growth, clean and circular economic development, drive innovation, improve 

productivity, diversify our economy, and deliver environmental growth to all communities. 

• Progress towards Net Zero, create jobs that pay at least the real living wage, avoid the use of 

zero-hour/minimum-hour contracts, and provide equality of outcome and ensure nature 

recovery.  

• Reducing the gap in healthy life expectancy, a healthy start in life, and maximising opportunities 

for people with disabilities and health conditions. 

The Good Growth Programme is governed by the Cornwall and Isles of Scilly Economic Prosperity 

Board (Economic Prosperity Board). The Board is a joint committee comprising five elected 

members of Cornwall Council and two elected members of the Council of the Isles of Scilly. Their 

responsibilities include making funding decisions based on the CIoS SPF Investment Framework, 

approving annual commissioning plans, overseeing the delivery of the SPF Investment Plan, and 

ensuring compliance with reporting requirements to the government. Additionally, the Economic 

Prosperity Board is charged with bidding for and managing economic development funds and 

overseeing legacy funding programmes to monitor and evaluate project and fund performance. 

Within Cornwall Council resides the Programme Management Office for the SPF, in the Accountable 

Body role. This team delivers and manages the programme, presiding over the appraisal, 

contracting and management of commissioned projects, which feeds into monitoring and reporting 

at the programme level to the DLUHC.  

The programme’s investments and activities are focused on three main SPF Investment Priorities:  

1. Supporting Local Business 

2. Community and Place  

3. People and Skills. 

Through an additional rural fund the programme also has an Investment Priority to support rural 

businesses and communities.  

The programme comprises 21 planned activities, across these four Investment Priorities, employing 

various market approaches: open invitations to bid for funding opportunities; in-house delivery; 

procurement and strategic commissioning; and Delegated Grant Schemes and proportional 

processes. A breakdown is presented in Table B.1 in the Appendices. 

1.2 Context Changes over the Delivery Period 
The influence of external factors on the delivery of the Good Growth Programme, from its 

allocation from the UK Government in April 2022 to the end of March 2024, has been relatively 
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minimal. This is primarily attributed to the short time between the programme’s start and this 

interim report. However, several external factors that arose during this period are acknowledged 

and referenced throughout the report, especially in the context of the process review findings. 

• Delays in Contracting with National Government: as outlined in the UKSPF Prospectus, the first 

payments to lead local authorities were expected to be in October 2022. In practice (and as 

detailed in Section 2.1.1) the Good Growth Investment Plan was signed off in December 2022 

and the first payments made in February 2023. Encountered delays in contracting reduced the 

available programme and, subsequently, project delivery time.  

• UKSPF Output and Outcome Definition Changes: a resource-intensive administrative burden 

where the Government changed the definitions of the SPF indicators and therefore the 

programme had to amend the outputs and outcomes of more than 140 projects, and in some 

cases revise contracts and alter monitoring systems.  

• Changes in Ability to Spend on People and Skills Priority: the original guidance prohibited any 

spend on People and Skills activity prior to Year 3 of the programme. In March 2023 this 

decision was reversed and it was publicly announced that spending on People and Skills was 

now permissible from Year 2 onwards. 

• Introduction of Subsidy Control Regulations: the establishment of UK Subsidy Control Rules 

and the lack of detailed guidance during 2022 presented challenges, particularly regarding 

administrative burdens both for the programme to develop and implement an approach and for 

projects to understand. 

• Inflationary Pressures: as illustrated in Figure 1.1, UK inflation increased sharply post-2021, 

peaking at 11.1% in the 12 months leading up to October 2022. By April 2023 (one year since 

CIoS were allocated SPF funding) and March 2024 (the latest available data at the time of the 

evaluation), inflation was 8.7% and 3.2% (12 months leading up to), respectively. This inflation 

impacted project costs, which in some cases have led to changes in project design and delays in 

output and outcome achievement, especially in development projects, where construction 

inflation was 7.4% in the 12 months leading up to April 2023 and 1.5% in March 2024. 

Figure 1.1: Year-on-Year Inflation from January 2022 (CPI & Construction Output Price Index) 
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Source: ONS Consumer Price Index and Construction Output Price Index, 2024 
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2. Process Review 
This section of the report provides findings from a detailed process review of the design, 

implementation, delivery, management and governance of the Good Growth Programme. Each 

aspect of the programme’s delivery and management to date is examined to consider what was 

intended, the extent to which this happened in practice, what worked well and less well in different 

areas, and why.  

The aspects of programme delivery and management analysed, which are analysed in turn in the 

subsequent sections, are set out below. 

• Programme Design 

• Application Process 

• Project Appraisal 

• Strategic Governance 

• Contracting 

• Project Monitoring and Ongoing Support. 

 displays an organogram that outlines the structure of the various teams involved in the delivery, 

management and governance of the Good Growth Programme. This illustration provides a clear 

visual representation of the roles and relationships between these teams as referenced throughout 

the process review.  

Figure 2.1: Good Growth Team Organisation Chart 

Source: Good Growth Programme, Background Documents 
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2.1 Programme Design 
In this section the following components of the programme’s design are reviewed: 

• Good Growth Investment Plan 

• Good Growth Funding Opportunities (as articulated via Initiation Forms) and Supporting 

Documentation (including Good Growth Principles) 

• Delegated Grant Schemes 

• Rural Prosperity Fund. 

Summary of Key Messages 

• Consultations with which to support the development of the Investment Plan, including 

representatives of civil society, business, the Local Nature Partnership, and local parish and 

town councils, were considered to be comprehensive and broadly well aligned to the diverse 

needs of the region. 

• The early development of the first tranche of initiation forms, beginning four months before the 

Investment Plan was approved, provided the programme with a strong start and demonstrated 

effective leadership from the council. These forms helped to clearly define and guide the 

direction of programme investments. 

• The number of initiation forms and funding opportunities, totalling 42, ensured that funds were 

accessible to a diverse array of organisations, promoting inclusivity. However, this approach 

also posed challenges due to the resource demands involved in designing and managing 

opportunities.   

• Most funding opportunities experienced strong demand, indicating that they were well aligned 

with local needs. Where demand was lower this was typically due to their shorter timelines and 

their narrowly focused activities. 

• The programme effectively utilised a range of routes to market, based on what was most 

appropriate. Open calls were employed to ensure broad accessibility of funds, further extended 

by Delegated Grant Schemes. Where a single provider was best placed to coordinate efforts, 

direct commissioning and in-house delivery were utilised to streamline processes. 

• Programme guidance was simple to access, though its volume and complexity sometimes made 

it difficult to follow. Updates to the guidance, following DLUHC changes, contributed to these 

challenges. More experienced organisations were better placed to navigate this, but less 

experienced ones found this to be more difficult. 

• Good Growth Principles were understood by Projects and did influence project design. Further 

guidance on how they could be practically operationalised for different kinds of projects could 

have enhanced their impact on project design and execution.  

• The integration of the RPF with the wider SPF was largely effective, though it presented 

additional challenges due to overlapping support areas for businesses between the RPF and the 

SPF as well as discrepancies in the alignment of output and outcome indicators. 
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2.1.1 Good Growth Investment Plan 

Overview of Approach 

The UKSPF Prospectus was launched by the DLUHC on 13th April 2022, initiating a non-competitive 

process for Lead Local Authorities across the UK to submit Investment Plans for funding over the 

2022/23–2024/25 period. The Investment Plans were expected to articulate the local context, 

specify SPF indicator and intervention targets, and outline the strategies for the distribution and 

implementation of the allocated funds. 

Cornwall Council and the Council of the Isles of Scilly responded with a joint £132m SPF Investment 

Plan ahead of the 1st August 2022 deadline. The Prospectus outlined an approval and delivery 

timeline starting in April 2022 and concluding in March 2025. Although the Good Growth 

Programme officially received governmental approval in December 2022, with the first SPF 

payment from the UK Government in February 2023, Cornwall Council and the Council of the Isles 

of Scilly began implementing the programme at risk from August 2022, launching the first open 

funding opportunities at that time.  

In addition to aligning with the National Government’s Levelling-Up objectives, the Investment Plan 

was designed to deliver against the CIoS’ longer-term vision:  

“By 2030 the CIoS creative and carbon-neutral economy will be realising opportunities for its 

people, communities and businesses to thrive, benefiting the environment and providing an 

outstanding quality of life for all.” 

This vision was to be embedded in the CIoS’ Good Growth Principles, which are structured around 

three key themes: Clean Growth, Business/Economy, and Equality. The Principles were developed 

through extensive stakeholder engagement, including four Facing Forward engagement sessions in 

October 2021 with business leaders, the voluntary and community sector, and academic 

representatives such as the What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth and the London School 

of Economics, Sheffield Hallam University, and the Institute of Employability Professionals. These 

discussions advocated for the use of the Prosperity Investment Framework to incentivise a shift 

towards a greener and more inclusive economy. In May 2022, after this consultative process, the 

Economic Growth and Development Scrutiny Committee endorsed the draft SPF Investment Plan. 

They recommended integrating the Good Growth Principles into the Investment Plan to guide its 

implementation. The Good Growth Principles sought to encourage applicants to broaden their 

consideration of their projects’ economic, societal and environmental impacts, in support of the 

programme’s vision to foster clean and inclusive economic prosperity.  

To turn the Good Growth strategic vision into action, the Principles were embedded across all 

Investment Priority areas (Community & Place, Supporting Local Business, People & Skills, and Adult 

Numeracy through Multiply), through all routes to market as part of the application and 

commissioning process, and included as Grant Funding Conditions in contracts with successful 

projects. To further support the delivery of these ambitions, projects were supported by the Good 

Growth Delivery Facilitation Team through webinars, one-to-one support sessions, and the 

development and provision of FAQs and guidance (all published on the CIoS Good Growth Fund 

website). 
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Effectiveness of Implementation 

Cornwall Council and the Council of the Isles of Scilly developed their Good Growth Investment Plan 

by drawing on their previous experiences of managing and delivering programmes, such as the 

European Structural and Investment Funds, and building on their existing research into the regional 

economy, including the region’s Local Industrial Strategy.  

Extensive wider stakeholder consultations were conducted to ensure that views and local 

intelligence were gathered across geographies, demographics and sectors. The consultations 

involved representatives of civil society, business, the Local Nature Partnership, and local parish 

and town councils. Consultations were critical in informing the design of relevant and targeted 

planned activities to meet local, community and business needs effectively.  

To promote the Good Growth Principles, funding applications were appraised in part based on their 

alignment with these. In addition, funding agreements, incorporating Good Growth Principles 

clauses, were drafted, with contributions monitored during the delivery phase and required to be 

evaluated upon project completion. 

Perspectives on the Investment Plan 

Stakeholders agreed that executing the Investment Plan in a pragmatic manner was essential due 

to tight deadlines and limited resources. Despite this, a few voiced reservations as to the feasibility 

of the Investment Plan’s longer-term objectives within the UKSPF’s budget and time constraints. On 

the other hand, some team members viewed the Plan to be a strategic component in a broader 

toolkit aimed at realising the region’s vision of a sustainable and inclusive economy by 2030. These 

stakeholders suggested that while the goals are ambitious, they contribute to the larger, long-term 

regional objectives, and the SPF represented a step towards achieving the region’s long-term vision. 

2.1.2 Good Growth Funding Opportunities (as Articulated through Initiation 

Forms) and Supporting Documentation  

Overview of Approach 

The Good Growth Strategy and Implementation Team led the design of the Good Growth SPF and 

the RPF funding opportunities as well as respective supporting documents (including initiation 

forms). Initiation forms detailed the scope and purpose of the funding opportunities, providing the 

rationale, objectives, available funding, and expected deliverables and outcomes. Forms were 

created in tranches to respond to observed demand and need. These forms underwent approval by 

the Economic Prosperity Board (for more information see Section 0) and were designed to cater to 

both internal stakeholders within the council as well as external applicants. 

In formulating each funding opportunity, and the overall programme portfolio, the team assessed 

several key factors: 

• The needs of the region and/or the target audience 

• Alignment with the objectives within the Investment Plan and the Good Growth Principles 

• The allocation of contracted SPF spend and outcome targets 

• Strategic added value and the complementary nature of funding opportunities to avoid 

duplication 
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• Selecting the most effective and most efficient route to market as well as project value 

thresholds to ensure the above. 

In addition to the respective initiation form, the programme developed and published a host of 

programme documents in the “Support Resources” section of the CIoS Good Growth website to 

assist with applications and project development. This repository expanded over time as the 

programme progressed, incorporating valuable feedback from participants, such as the addition of 

how-to videos and Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) guidance.  

The programme utilised four routes to market (and in some cases a combination of two of these, 

e.g. open invitation with direct delivery). These included: 

• In-house delivery (a total of 15 funding opportunities): schemes directly managed by Cornwall 

Council but separate from the Good Growth Team. 

• Strategic commissioning (2): this approach involved outsourcing certain services or projects to 

external providers through a competitive process. 

• Open call/invitation (23): to the general public, allowing for a wide range of applicants to 

propose projects. 

• Direct award (2): in certain cases, funding was directly awarded to projects or organisations 

that met specific criteria without the need for a competitive process. 

Effectiveness of Implementation 

The first set of initiation forms were approved together with the Investment Plan in July 2022, with 

the first funding opportunity launching in August 2022, four months prior to the final approval of 

the Investment Plan in December 2022. This proactive approach was adopted to address the 

programme’s tight timeframes, allowing the council more time with which to allocate funding and 

achieve contracted targets.  

To date, the Good Growth Team have developed 42 funding opportunities, of which two were 

withdrawn due to low demand, for the 21 Planned Activities (as listed in Table B.1). The most 

recent and final funding opportunity, titled ‘Final open opportunity for the Good Growth 

Programme’, was launched in December 2023. The initiation form specifically targeted projects that 

could be mobilised with very short notice and delivered across any of the Good Growth Programme 

priorities at pace. With the programme’s conclusion approaching in less than one year, no further 

initiation forms or funding opportunities are anticipated.  

Any additional leftover funds are expected to be allocated through existing funding opportunities 

through the reserve list process or extended to commissioned projects, including uplifting 

applications to enhance or expand their scope, ensuring efficient use of resources and the 

achievement of programme objectives.  

Programme documentation made available on the Good Growth website expanded over time as 

the programme progressed (particularly in response to participant feedback). Additions like how-to 

videos and specific M&E guidance were made in order to enhance support for applicants and 

Projects, reflecting the programme’s commitment to adaptability and continuous improvement. 
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Perspectives on Funding Opportunities 

Stakeholders commended the portfolio of funding opportunities for its comprehensive approach 

and, therefore, making funding accessible to a broad range of organisations and individuals across 

the region (as intended), although concerns were raised regarding the number of funding 

opportunities, which reached 42. This quantity of opportunities posed operational challenges, 

particularly due to the resource demands involved in managing the opening and closing of each 

fund from their design. Moreover, there was apprehension as to the potential for duplication and 

overlap among the funds. A few examples were highlighted by a small number of the Good Growth 

Team: 

• concerns within the ‘Supporting Local Business’ intervention category, particularly between the 

Growth Hub and other funding opportunities within the intervention type. Despite distinct 

specifications on the initiation forms, the actual interventions or activities — and their impacts 

on participants — were often perceived to be overlapping. 

• projects that fit equally as well under a particular business-funding opportunity or under the 

Rural Prosperity Fund. 

The mix of funding opportunities available was broad, comprehensive and inclusive. Most funding 

opportunities experienced strong demand, indicating that they were well aligned with local needs. 

Specific funding opportunities, such as those for Cost of Living Retrofits and the Town, Rural, and 

Coastal High Street Development and Skills Programme, experienced lower demand than expected. 

The former linked to the tight programme timescales, which posed challenges for organisations to 

procure, contract and deliver by the March 2025 deadline. Meanwhile, in addition to competing 

demand from other funds, the narrower focus of the latter’s initiation form was thought to have 

dissuaded potential applicants. 

Lesson Learnt: the importance of striking a balance between offering a diverse range of funding 

opportunities, ensuring clarity and focus to prevent overlap and ensure the effective use of 

resources, and tailoring opportunities within programme constraints, context and aims. 

Perspectives on Initiation Forms 

Initiation forms were important in setting the strategic direction, clarifying thinking, and ensuring 

strategic added value. The forms aligned well with the Investment Plan and embodied the region’s 

Good Growth Principles. This was noted to be particularly useful as part of the appraisal process (as 

explored in Section 0Error! Reference source not found.).  

However, the style and language used to draft the initiation forms were more easily and more 

readily understandable for applicants with prior experience in public programme funding, 

potentially deterring capable but inexperienced applicants. Certain sections of the initiation form 

contained superfluous or confusing information, particularly from the perspective of project 

applicants. Specifically, the inclusion of detailed output and outcome targets and expenditure 

profiles, categorised by capital and revenue, was questioned. It was recognised that these elements 

would likely be flexible as programme delivery progressed and also be less relevant to applicants’ 

understanding and planning. 
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The approach to detailing supported activities within the initiation forms was intentionally broad 

and non-prescriptive, aiming to enhance accessibility and encourage a wide range of organisations, 

especially those less experienced with public funding, to participate. This strategy led to a diverse 

array of project applications, reflecting the intention to enhance programme inclusivity. However, a 

trade-off became apparent as several members observed that more prescriptive and more focused 

initiation forms tended to attract higher levels of engagement.  

Perspectives on In-House Delivery as a Route to Market 

In-house delivered projects, particularly the Growth Hub and the People Hub, were an effective tool 

for furthering the region’s strategic objectives, especially in streamlining the landscape of business 

and employment support and Good Growth Principles.  

Streamlining the landscape of business and employment support was achieved by minimising 

duplication and offering comprehensive support — in this instance the Growth Hub and the People 

Hub. As intended, Cornwall Council was considered to be best placed to lead the delivery of both 

programmes because of its unique position to deliver at scale, pace, and unify groups and delivery 

bodies under robust governance. Conversely, services offered by the private sector and CIoS anchor 

institutions were identified as better suited for delivering more tailored support and interventions. 

In furthering the Good Growth Principles, in-house delivery contributed to the advancement of the 

Good Growth Principles in their own ways, tailored to their specific target activities. Schemes such 

as the Growth Hub and the Community Levelling Up Programme mandated beneficiary businesses 

and organisations to develop and implement policies on ED&I and Sustainability. Furthermore, all 

delegated grants have mandated these entities to commit to paying their staff a real living wage 

either before receiving funding or by the scheme’s conclusion in March 2025. 

Perspectives on Programme Documentation 

From survey responses, Projects identified the ease in finding programme documentation to be a 

strength of the programme, with 86% and 83% reporting that it was easy to find the Enquiry Form 

and application documents, respectively. As illustrated in Figure 2.2, there were mixed responses 

from Projects regarding the ease of understanding application documents. Only 47% found the 

documents to be straightforward, while 33% felt otherwise, indicating a significant divide in 

perceptions.  

Figure 2.2: To what extent do you agree with the statement “The application documents were easy 

to understand”? 

Source: Project Lead Survey (n=96) 
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From survey feedback received, many Projects were deterred by the complexity of the documents. 

Common descriptors used included documents being “overly complicated” and “difficult to 

understand”. Many Projects referenced outputs and outcomes as being particularly complex and 

difficult to relate to their projects. Changes to definitions by the DLUHC furthered the confusion. 

Feedback received suggested that organisations with prior experience had found the documents to 

be easier to navigate and comprehend, with several noting that it would be a considerable learning 

curve for those with less experience or capacity. 

It should be noted that a few Projects acknowledged that programme documentation had 

improved over time, a perspective that corresponded to those of the Good Growth Team. Many of 

the Good Growth Team attributed improvements to their enhanced expertise and experience, 

improved understanding of the market, and proactive response to feedback. Collectively, this 

contributed to clearer guidance which better aligned with the programme’s overarching objectives 

and requirements. 

In terms of the volume of documentation and information shared within the Good Growth 

Programme, perceptions were mixed. While the majority of Projects (44%) expressed ambivalence, 

feeling neither overwhelmed by nor comfortable with the information volume, the remaining 

responses were split between those who agreed (25%) and those who disagreed (29%) that too 

much information was shared. From survey feedback received a notable number of Projects 

highlighted the volume of documentation and information as an issue, describing it as 

“overwhelming” and “arduous”. At present, when searching for “Support Resources”, applicants 

can access 23 “Documents and Guidance” web links on the Good Growth website.  

Those most dissatisfied with the volume of information were predominantly a mix of charities, 

churches and councils. This suggests that additional targeted support and assistance might be 

beneficial in helping these groups, particularly the former two, to navigate the documentation 

effectively. 

Similarly, views on the ease of locating information in the programme’s guidance were varied. 

While a slight majority (42%) of Projects found it easy to locate answers to their questions, a 

significant number expressed difficulty — 31% disagreed with the ease of access, and 26% were 

neutral. Dissatisfaction among those who found it to be challenging highlighted that it was often 

difficult and time-consuming to locate critical information relevant to their projects.  

This spread of opinions suggests a need for improvement in how information is organised and 

presented to enhance the accessibility and manageability of documentation and information within 

the Good Growth Programme. This may involve streamlining resources, improving search 

functionalities, and providing clearer navigation pathways in order to facilitate easier access to 

pertinent information for all users. 

Lesson Learnt: responses underscore a need for streamlining programme documentation, including 

initiation forms, to enhance their accessibility and user-friendliness. This approach will ensure that 

guidance materials are not only easier to navigate but also more inclusive, encouraging wider 

engagement in future local growth programmes. 
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Perspective on the Good Growth Principles 

On the programme’s Good Growth Principles, most (83%) Projects agreed that they “understood 

what the Good Growth Principles are from the documents”, with only 5% disagreeing. Despite this 

general comprehension, survey feedback revealed that there were several respondents who 

struggled with their vague definitions and broad interpretability. This ambiguity made it challenging 

for them to understand what was expected of them. The Good Growth Team concurred, noting 

that initiation forms lacked detailed explanations of the Principles or guidance on demonstrating 

project alignment. For improved programme implementation, such issues should have been 

addressed during the programme’s design phase. 

Additionally, this ambiguity had created challenges at the operational level, e.g. ranking and 

measuring subjective contributions to the Good Growth Principles as part of the Appraisal and 

Programme Monitoring stages.  

However, it should be noted that the Good Growth Principles seek to embed an ethos and drive 

behavioural change. Inherently, a degree of flexibility is required in order to accommodate diverse 

project contexts and stages of organisational development. While more precise guidance could 

potentially improve implementation consistency across projects, allowing for more straightforward 

comparisons and validation of actions, too much specificity may constrain applicants’ thinking and 

their application of these principles to their unique context.  

In evaluating the influence of the Good Growth Principles on project design, Figure 2.3 illustrates 

that a significant proportion of Projects (90%) acknowledged an influence — although 21% noted 

that projects were already aligned with or operating within those Principles. In survey feedback, 

several Projects noted that the Good Growth Principles prompted them to reconsider or modify 

their projects.  

Noteworthy adaptations included broadening discussions on Good Growth Principles within their 

projects, engaging local contractors, deploying more renewable energy technologies than initially 

intended, and emphasising diversity and the adoption of real living wage practices. 

Figure 2.3: To what extent did Cornwall Council’s Good Growth Principles (around Clean and Green, 

Business/Economy, and Equality) influence your application or the project design of your project? 

Source: Project Lead Survey (n=96) 

Lesson Learnt: the feedback highlights the need for a balanced approach that provides clear 

definitions and expectations regarding the Good Growth Principles while allowing room for 

interpretation in order to cultivate a culture. Such an approach could enhance the clarity of the 

application process and contribute to a more coherent and more impactful realisation of the Good 

Growth agenda across the region. 
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2.1.3 Delegated Grant Schemes 

Overview of Approach 

Delegated Grant Schemes are distinct smaller funding opportunities within the broader Good 

Growth Programme, each managed by specific teams within Cornwall Council that have the 

delegated authority to award grants. The design and implementation of these Delegated Grant 

Schemes were informed by comprehensive stakeholder consultations, ensuring that they reflected 

the diverse needs and aspirations of the Cornwall and Isles of Scilly communities. 

Delegated Grant Schemes were established to make the programme more accessible and more 

inclusive by broadening the range of applicants able to access public funding. The lower thresholds 

for support and/or funding eligibility enabled smaller organisations and community groups, which 

presided over less capacity, experience or resources to access funding, deliver smaller projects and 

thereby build their capabilities for the future. 

A key distinction of the Delegated Grant Schemes is their separate administrative process that 

follows the delegated authorities’ process in accessing, appraising and contracting. Delegated Grant 

Schemes are delivered under three SPF-funded programmes and represent one of many activities 

within each programme: 

• Growth Hub — aims to assist ambitious businesses with growth potential by providing a 

centralised point of contact for triage, diagnostics, and specialised support, fostering growth 

and productivity. A key activity is to provide smaller-scale capital and revenue grants to 

businesses across Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly, covering various areas such as Net Zero, 

Business and Productivity Growth, and Social Enterprise.  

• Community Levelling Up Programme — provides targeted support and small grants and capital 

investments to facilitate community-based interventions and deliver levelling-up in 

communities across Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly.  

• Community Capacity and Facilitation Fund — aims to engage community-based organisations, 

particularly those in rural areas with a little track record or capacity, to play an active part in 

Good Growth. The provision of funding is targeted at project pipeline development work, the 

development of place-based economic strategies, and community capacity building.  

Although the Delegated Grant Schemes are delivered in-house, to ensure full transparency, 

governance and impartiality, separate branches of directorates within Cornwall Council applied to 

deliver the Delegated Grant Schemes through the same process as that of other Projects from the 

main programme, involving submitting applications documents and undergoing appraisal and 

contracting. This ensured that Delegated Grant Schemes were subject to the same level of scrutiny 

as, and were in strategic alignment with, those from the main Good Growth Programme, while also 

addressing specific local needs and objectives. 
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Effectiveness of Implementation 

Perspectives on Delegated Grant Schemes 

The combination of funding opportunities from the main programme as well as the Delegated 

Grant Schemes ensured that funding was accessible to a broader range of organisations, an 

objective set by the Economic Prosperity Board during programme design. 

Delegated Grant Schemes were considered to be well suited for projects seeking funding but which 

would benefit from additional non-financial support and guidance. This could enhance impact, 

deliverability, and risk management by upskilling those involved in the project. This upskilling might 

have built their capacity to the extent that they could be better prepared to lead larger projects in 

future economic development programmes. 

The later release of Delegated Grant Schemes influenced the profile of organisations applying for 

funding and project selection, with the early availability of larger funds prompting applications from 

some less experienced organisations who would have been better suited for smaller investments 

available in later opportunities. The constraints and the inability to sequence funding opportunities 

in a more structured manner have been attributed to the tight delivery timescale set by the wider 

UKSPF programme and the pressure to mobilise delivery and deliver outcomes. 

Lesson Learnt: in designing future programmes, consider the ordering and communication of 

upcoming funding opportunities, including timescales, to ensure that organisations apply to the 

most appropriate funding opportunity or Delegated Grant Scheme.  

2.1.4 Rural Prosperity Fund 

Overview of Approach 

As a successor to EU funding, the Rural Prosperity Fund (RPF) was introduced by the Department 

for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) as a supplementary component of the UKSPF 

Programme. Launched in September 2022, the RPF was unveiled five months subsequent to the 

initiation of the SPF, specifically addressing the distinctive requirements of rural communities. 

Eligible local authorities, including Cornwall Council and the Council of the Isles of Scilly, were 

prompted to submit addendums to their Investment Plans by November 2022, with the anticipation 

of approvals by January 2023. As such, initial RPF disbursements to lead local authorities would 

commence in April 2023.  

The RPF’s implementation and delivery processes were largely enveloped within the broader 

framework and the established procedures of the Good Growth Programme, from funding 

opportunity design and raising awareness, to project appraisal and contracting. One difference was 

under project monitoring, wherein contracted outputs and outcomes follow the DEFRA’s 

definitions, rather than those from the DLUHC. A separate section of the government’s reporting 

system captures forecasts, spend, outputs and outcomes for the RPF. 
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Effectiveness of Implementation 

Perspectives on the Rural Prosperity Fund 

RPF investment was welcomed by stakeholders, but its national rollout could have been improved. 

More specifically, had the RPF been launched concurrently with the SPF programme this would 

have facilitated improved design and implementation. Additionally, delays in defining outputs and 

outcomes, which were not aligned with those of the UKSPF, further complicated the management 

of the programme. 

The RPF led to confusion due to its eligibility overlap with the SPF in targeting rural businesses and 

communities. Given that CIoS are largely defined as rural by the DEFRA, many projects were eligible 

for both funds, complicating the funding process and leading to increased complexity and the 

duplication of effort.  
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2.2 Application Process  
In this section the following components of the programme’s application processes are reviewed: 

• Raising Awareness of Funding Opportunities 

• Expressions of Interest 

• Application Form 

• Application Process Support. 

Summary of Key Messages 
Strong demand for opportunities, including 1,545 Enquiry Forms and the broad distribution of 

projects across CIoS (see  

 

 

 

 

• Figure 2.7) reflect the programme’s effective marketing — notably achieving strong 

engagement from previously underrepresented areas and groups. 

• Direct engagement strategies were particularly effective in raising programme awareness, with 

most Delivery Leads learning about funding opportunities through a council representative. 

• The Enquiry Form process was regarded as straightforward to complete, and provided a useful 

steer to projects, proving to be an effective initial step in the application process. 

• The application form received generally positive feedback, with many applicants finding the 

quantity and nature of the content requested to be reasonable. This setup meant that a more 

detailed business case was required post-approval (for SPF awards in excess of £500k), allowing 

for comprehensive due diligence to be conducted (as outlined in Section 2.6). Despite this, 

some organisations less experienced with this type of process found the application form to be 

difficult to complete. 

• The support provided to applicants was broadly well received — key areas for support needed 

were in relation to monitoring and evaluation plans, output and outcome indicator target 

setting, and understanding the indicator definitions. One area for improvement was the 

response time to queries. 

2.2.1 Raising Awareness of Funding Opportunities  

Overview of Approach 

At the inception of the first Good Growth open funding opportunity in August 2022 the marketing 

and dissemination of information on the opportunity were resourced by the temporary Programme 

Management Office Team. In partnership with the council’s Communications Team, a multifaceted 

media strategy was deployed, leveraging the Good Growth Programme’s website, a series of 
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webinars for potential applicants, social media campaigns, radio broadcasts, and information 

cascaded through Cornwall Council members to market the programme. 

In November 2022 the Delivery Facilitation Team, consisting of three members, was established 

within the Strategy and Implementation Team. In addition to enhancing these initial promotional 

activities, the team acts as a face-to-face contact for projects and supports programme and project 

delivery (including application and project reporting). This team orchestrated weekly presentations 

and webinars across CIoS, collaborated with the council’s Communications Team on various 

projects (including parish newsletters), and customised their outreach efforts to align with specific 

Intervention Priorities and Planned Activities.  

The team leveraged the council’s extensive network to engage those considered to be harder to 

reach. This involved engaging community outreach leaders and voluntary groups (such as Cornwall 

Voluntary Sector Forum) as well as various professional associations (e.g. the Chamber of 

Commerce and the Federation of Small Businesses). In addition, members of the Prosperity 

Advisory Panel (PAP), the Economic Prosperity Board, and councillors acted as champions in raising 

awareness and disseminating information on the programme and funding opportunities. 

Effectiveness of Implementation 

The oversubscription of services, the substantial number of Expressions of Interest (totalling over 

1,545) and application forms (498) received, and the broad distribution of projects across CIoS (see  

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.7) are indicators of the programme’s successful and inclusive outreach efforts, particularly 

in typically underrepresented areas. 

The programme was commended for its outreach efforts, highlighting the geographical and sectoral 

diversity of the activities. The blend of in-person engagements led by the Delivery Facilitation Team 

and an EPB member, who travelled and consulted with any project that requested a visit, as well as 

online events, ensured comprehensive accessibility throughout CIoS. Particular emphasis was 

placed on organising events in regions considered to be underrepresented in previous funding 

programmes, including North and South East Cornwall, along with the Isles of Scilly. The activities 

included specific events in Liskeard, Bude, Saltash, Wadebridge Redruth, Liskerrett, Newquay, and 

within the Isles of Scilly. It was noted that presentations targeted at organisations seeking funding 

from the Community and Place Investment Priority were notably better attended and particularly 

important for applicants less experienced in accessing public funding. 

Furthermore, additional and creative efforts were adopted to connect with groups traditionally 

viewed to be hard to reach or underrepresented in past programmes. A comprehensive range of 

media were employed for this purpose. In addition to leveraging community outreach leaders and 

voluntary groups, this included a notable collaboration with the council’s Community Liaison 
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Officers, who specialise in reaching out to organisations and individuals that they have typically 

found to be more difficult to engage. 

As illustrated in , personal and direct outreach channels, particularly through council structures and 

networks, played a pivotal role in raising awareness; the most common initial method of 

engagement for the organisations who proceeded to secure funding to deliver projects was through 

council representatives (49%); the third and fourth most were through council newsletters or 

emails (11%) and networks with professional associations or networks (7%).  

Emphasising the importance of a dedicated online presence, the programme’s website served as 

the second most common initial method of engagement (13%). On the latter point the strategic 

decision to establish a standalone website, separate from the Cornwall Council website, was 

particularly effective. This decision was made to increase the visibility of the Good Growth 

Programme, provide clear and targeted messaging, and enhance accessibility for potential 

applicants. 

Figure 2.4: How did you first hear about the Good Growth Programme? 

Source: Project Lead Survey (n=95) 

Perspectives on Raising Awareness of Funding Opportunities 

It was noted that the increased capacity and activity available, following the establishment of the 

Delivery Facilitation Team, marked a significant improvement in promoting the Good Growth 

Programme. Their efforts enhanced market penetration, especially in enhanced communication 

through existing networks.  

Community-driven engagement is an effective outreach method in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly, 

with stakeholders highlighting the importance of traditional methods like word of mouth alongside 

the need to engage those less digitally active. As such, the programme’s active participation in local 

events was considered to be critical, with notable examples including the Finance in Cornwall 

events, Chamber of Commerce events, and the Royal Cornwall Show, all of which served to raise 

awareness of the programme.  
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Lesson Learnt: the significance of direct and personal engagement strategies, especially in 

leveraging existing council networks, to enhance awareness and participation, particularly among 

underrepresented groups. The value of maintaining a dedicated programme website to deliver 

focused messaging, distinct from broader council communications, emerged as an effective 

medium through which to engage prospective applicants.  

2.2.2 Expressions of Interest 

Overview of Approach 

All applicants were first invited to submit an EF via the programme’s website. The EF was designed 

to capture essential project information and contact details, including project objectives, the case 

for intervention, planned activities and milestones, expected impact, project costs, and its status 

(i.e. concept or in delivery).  

The Delivery Facilitation Team was tasked with conducting an initial review of these submissions. 

This initial review, completed within five working days of submission, aimed to advise, signpost, and 

verify basic eligibility and requirement compliance, such as the alignment of project activities with 

respective initiation forms and ensuring that the requested funding requests fell within the funding 

opportunities’ thresholds.  

Those interested in pursuing SPF funding were then provided with an application form tailored to a 

specific funding opportunity, and directed to an Application Form Guidance document. Applicants 

whose EFs did not meet the criteria, according to the information provided, were informed 

accordingly. Importantly, however, applicants were free to continue towards full submission even if 

they received advice at the EF stage that there were incompatibilities between the project and the 

funding opportunity’s criteria. Where feasible they were signposted to more suitable opportunities, 

including Delegated Grant Schemes. To date a total of 1,545 EFs have been submitted and 

reviewed. 

Effectiveness of Implementation 

The EF was deliberately designed to be concise and easy for applicants to fill out in order to 

reinforce the programme’s general ‘open door’ policy in which all types of applicants and projects 

were encouraged to be put forward, in line with the broader goal of accessibility. The majority of 

Projects were in agreement that the amount of information requested on the EF was reasonable 

(85%) and the form was simple to complete (78%). The Projects’ overall positive experience with 

the EF process supports the consensus among the Good Growth Team that a suitable balance had 

been struck in asking for enough information to facilitate an effective initial review and not 

overburdening nor deterring applicants. The majority of Projects agreed (72%) that feedback and 

communication during the Enquiry Form process were timely.  

Perspectives on the EF 

The application process, designed with an initial EF followed by a detailed application form, was 

strategically implemented to efficiently differentiate between promising projects and those unlikely 

to meet the programme’s criteria. This two-tiered approach was considered by the majority of the 

Good Growth Team to be useful, given the UKSPF programme’s relatively short delivery life. With 

1,545 EFs received, it was highlighted that allocating resources for initial reviews was effective in 
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helping applicants to make informed decisions and reduce the number of applications being 

submitted that were unlikely to meet programme criteria. From a programme operational 

standpoint this meant that fewer resources were required as part of the appraisal and reporting 

processes, ultimately assisting in the effective and efficient distribution of resources. 

Lesson Learnt: initial reviews were well received and highlighted the case for future programmes to 

offer an impartial service prior to the application process to help applicants with their decision 

making and improve programme efficiency and effectiveness. 

2.2.3 Application Form 

Overview of Approach 

Following the EF stage, Projects seeking SPF funding were sent a more detailed application form 

and directed to an Application Form Guidance document. This subsequent form sought to expand 

on the information provided in the EF, requesting more detailed responses as well as deeper 

exploration regarding the project’s strategic alignment, including contributions to the Good Growth 

Principles, targeted outputs and outcomes, costings, and deliverability aspects such as capacity, 

skills, track record, and management and governance processes. To date, 679 projects have been 

issued a detailed application form from an Enquiry Form, of which 498 have been completed and 

returned. 

Effectiveness of Application Form 

As illustrated by Figure 2.5, the majority (58%) of Projects had an overall positive experience with 

the application process. More than two thirds of Projects (70%) agreed that the questions and the 

level of information required in the application were appropriate (given the sums of public money 

being distributed). This aligned with views internally that the application form posed the right 

questions and effectively built on the foundation set within the applicant’s EF. Continuity from the 

EF questions not only reduced the burden on applicants but also ensured a coherent flow of 

information. However, it is important to note that this represents the views of successful applicants 

and will likely differ from those who were unsuccessful. Survey feedback highlights that many 

Projects still faced some challenges with completing the application process:  

• Close to one third (30%) of Projects disagreed that the application process was clear and easy to 

follow. Challenges that were noted included changes in guidance and application forms which 

resulted in confusion and duplicated efforts for some of the projects.  

• The workload and complexity involved in project applications were noted to be particularly 

difficult to manage for volunteer-led projects and small-scale organisations.  

• Some Projects felt that the initiation form’s list of output and outcome indicators was restrictive 

and not sufficiently broad for their projects, particularly those with more qualitative or non-

quantifiable impacts. 
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Figure 2.5: Overall, how was your experience with the application process? 

 Source: Project Lead Survey (n=96) 

Several Projects encountered difficulties with the application form, due to its technical issues, and 

considered it not to be intuitive to complete. This concern was widely recognised by stakeholders 

consulted, many of whom did not find the form to be user-friendly. This often resulted in 

incomplete submissions. In response the programme introduced a simplified Excel form alongside a 

new Word document in January 2023. Some members of the Good Growth Team noted how this 

adjustment made it easier for applicants to accurately present their proposals, as well as minimising 

errors such as unfilled sections.  

Perspectives on the Application Forms  

In designing the application form the practice of limiting response lengths and providing descriptive 

prompts beneath each question is good practice. This approach not only streamlined the process 

for both applicants and appraisers but also helped to bridge the knowledge gap between those 

accustomed to public funding bids and those new to the process. 

In recognising that the application form may pose challenges for those less accustomed to 

submitting bids, support for submitting applications was provided, as detailed in Section 2.2.4. This 

assistance was aimed at supporting Projects with strong potential that lacked experience in 

applying for public funding. 

Lesson Learnt: feedback underscores the importance of refining and conducting user testing on 

administrative tools, highlighting the critical role of responsiveness to participant feedback. This 

ensures that processes are not only rigorous but also user-friendly and inclusive. Key measures 

include simplifying procedures, offering clear and consistent guidance, and enhancing the technical 

functionality and flexibility of application forms. 

2.2.4 Application Process Support 

Overview of Approach 

The Delivery Facilitation Team delivered a series of presentations and webinars (as detailed in 

Section 2.2.1) which, as well as raising programme and funding opportunity awareness, also 

introduced the application and appraisal processes to prospective applicants. These prospective 

applicants could also seek one-to-one support from the team, covering aspects such as clarification 

of funding opportunity requirements, guidance on completing the application form, and signposting 

to more suitable opportunities (including Delegated Grant Schemes). 
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Effectiveness of Application Process Support 

The intensive support offered by the Good Growth Team was particularly valuable in helping 

Projects to navigate the complex application process. More than two thirds (68%) of Projects 

reported having received one-to-one support from the Good Growth Team. About half (52%) of 

Projects participated in a webinar and live events. As illustrated by  below, 81% of Projects thought 

that the support provided met their needs well. However, in a small number of cases, Projects were 

dissatisfied with the time that it took to obtain responses to queries.  

Areas requiring the most engagement support were in relation to monitoring and evaluation plans, 

output and outcome indicator target setting, and understanding the indicator definitions. 
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Figure 2.6: How well did the support provided during the application process meet your needs? 

Source: Project Lead Survey (n=81) 

Perspectives on Application Process Support 

The Delivery Facilitation Team’s contributions enhanced the programme’s accessibility and 

inclusivity, especially by assisting less experienced applicants, more specifically, the team’s role as a 

critical but informal friend to applicants, fostering openness and serving as a conduit between 

applicants and the appraisal and assurance processes.  

Lesson Learnt: the importance of an ‘informal friend’ who can provide tailored, direct support in 

navigating complex application processes. Future programmes should not only maintain but also 

expand such support to ensure programme accessibility, efficiency and effectiveness in guiding 

Projects towards suitable funding opportunities. 
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2.3 Project Appraisal  

Summary of Key Messages 

• The appraisal process was broadly seen to be suitably robust and rigorous. The peer review 

process, where all applications were reviewed by two appraisers, emerged as an effective 

practice, providing suitable rigour and drawing on diverse expertise within the team, given the 

breadth and diversity of funding opportunities and applications. 

• Faced with more applications than anticipated, the Good Growth Team effectively responded 

by expanding the appraisal team, enhancing the process with clear templates and peer support. 

This adaptability and the provision of guidance significantly improved the confidence and 

efficiency of newer appraisers. 

• Early assessments were noted to have dismissed potentially viable projects due to the highly 

competitive nature of some funding opportunity review points, but as experience with the team 

grew they moved to create a reserve list of projects. This meant that viable projects could be 

kept on file and, if additional funding became available, could be re-engaged, improving the 

efficiency of the process.  

• While the appraisal process was generally well regarded, many stakeholders deemed it to be 

lengthy. In some cases this was unavoidable, where the team required additional information 

from an applicant to ensure that the project could be robustly appraised. One area in which the 

process could have been streamlined was in the review of the Development and Decision 

Wheel, which some of the team noted to 

be time-consuming, and in some respects 

duplicated the assessment against Good 

Growth Principles.  

Overview of Approach  

The appraisal process is a multi-week process 

initiated upon closure of each funding 

opportunity and concludes with a decision on 

which projects to fund by the Economic 

Prosperity Board at their regular meetings. The 

process begins with two members of the Good 

Growth Team evaluating and scoring each 

application using the programme’s appraisal 

template. This template assesses applications 

across several key dimensions: 

• Gateway Review: a pass/fail assessment 

based on the project’s legal constitution, 

delivery timelines, financial and policy 

compliance (Procurement, Equality & 

Diversity, and Environmental Sustainability, 
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and Real Living Wage commitments), and alignment with the objectives of the initiation form. 

• Strategic Fit: the project’s alignment with the strategic objectives of the programme, including 

project need, and alignment with other interventions in the region. 

• Deliverability: evaluating the experience and capability of the management team to deliver the 

project successfully. It also refers to consideration of how complex the project is and how 

plausible the timelines are for completion. Wider factors such as market conditions, permissions 

and/or legal requirements, the history of previous similar projects, and key risks were also taken 

into account.  

• Value for Money: considering the financial aspects of the project, such as match funding and 

costings. It also includes an assessment of what the SPF is funding in return for the investment, 

e.g. outputs/outcomes, GGP, and wider societal benefits.  

• Good Growth Principles: in their relevance, alignment and deliverability. 

Based on their assessment, the assessors provide a recommendation to advance the application to 

the next stage, proceed with conditions, reject it, or put it on the reserve list. The initial assessment 

from the two appraisers is peer-reviewed by the SPF Assurance and Oversight Working Group, 

which includes Good Growth Team members, representatives of legal and finance, senior managers 

(including the SRO for the programme and the Service Director), as well as subject matter experts 

(typically someone from a different team within the Cornwall Council with relevant experience or 

expertise related to the project). If there are discrepancies in scores these are discussed and 

adjusted. 

Following this dual-appraiser process the Good Growth Team drafts an Funding Decision Report hat 

includes a final list of projects recommended for funding. This report is presented, reviewed, and 

signed off by the Economic Prosperity Board at their meetings, which are typically held six weeks 

after a funding opportunity deadline (for further details on this process leading up to the meeting, 

refer to Section 0).  

Projects selected for funding by the Economic Prosperity Board receive notification of the outcome 

and proceed to contracting (see Section 2.6 for additional details). If projects are added to the 

reserve list, upon Economic Prosperity Board request, then these are revisited, under a Delegation, 

if and when funding is available. Projects not included in the appraisal report receive notification of 

outcomes and feedback, including the rationale behind the decision. This feedback process was 

introduced later after applicants suggested that it would be helpful to receive such.  

As part of the appraisal process, the initial assessor also evaluates the prospective list of projects 

recommended for funding against the council’s Development and Decision Wheel (DDW — 

illustrated in Appendix B). The DDW comprises of two interconnected components: an 

Environmental and Social Wheel and an Equality and Inclusion Wheel. These tools assess the impact 

of decisions (in this case, project recommendations) on a five-point scale on environmental, social 

and equality dimensions. This approach guides decision makers through questions that influence 

strategies, policies and projects, ensuring that each decision aligns with broader council objectives 

while addressing specific community needs. 
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Effectiveness of Project Appraisal and Feedback 

Of the 679 application forms distributed a total of 498 were submitted and reviewed, of which 140 

(28%) were approved and 114 (23%) were contracted. During the design and implementation of the 

programme, the Good Growth Team initially anticipated a lower volume of applications, and 

responding to this volume within the original planned timescales proved to be challenging. In 

response the Good Growth Team expanded its appraisal personnel, enlisting members with varying 

levels of experience. The efforts of the team in appraising a large number of applications within a 

tight timeframe were recognised and praised by a large number of the Good Growth Team and 

wider stakeholders. 

While 55% of Projects agreed that the ‘feedback and communication during the application 

process’ were timely and constructive, a notable number remained neutral (20%) or disagreed 

(22%). This somewhat aligns with a few of the Good Growth Team’s observations regarding 

challenges in providing detailed feedback to unsuccessful applicants. Initially, applicants only 

received the decision verdicts, but after applicants suggested that it would be helpful to understand 

the rationale for the verdicts, feedback was then provided. However, initially the detailed feedback 

led to disputes, prompting a shift towards simpler, categorised feedback. At the evaluation stage, 

several members of the Good Growth Team and wider stakeholders noted that the current level 

had struck a good balance. 

Perspective on the Project Appraisal Process 

Despite needing to draw on members of the team with little to no experience with appraising 

projects, stakeholders overall complimented the robustness and rigour of the appraisal process. 

Notably, the use of two appraisers and peer review practice emerged as effective practices in 

providing reassurance by leveraging diverse expertise and therein enhanced scrutiny through 

debate and deliberation (given the breadth and diversity of funding opportunities). Moreover, they 

highlighted that the simple template and the availability of experienced colleagues for guidance 

meant that newcomers quickly became adept and comfortable with regard to the process.  

Lesson Learnt: the appraisal approach was widely considered to be robust and rigorous, particularly 

the use of two appraisers to moderate the recommendation for each project. In addition, the peer 

review emerged as an effective practice in providing guardrails, reassurance, and leveraging diverse 

expertise (given the breadth and diversity of funding opportunities). 

In seeking areas for improvement, stakeholder suggestions were to focus on reviewing and 

identifying areas to refine and streamline each stage of the appraisal process to enhance efficiency, 

particularly those that could proactively address the application’s finance and management 

aspects, which often undergo the most scrutiny and subsequent requests for more information. 

However, stakeholders noted that as the programme advanced and mutual understanding between 

all parties improved, the appraisal process became faster and more efficient. 

In refining the process, early in the delivery period, a number of potentially viable projects had 

been rejected, as they had been appraised as lower-scoring than the selected projects in that 

round. Later changes to the process meant that subsequent projects with potential were placed on 
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a reserve list, which enabled the Good Growth Team to return to the relevant project leads, in the 

case that other projects could not proceed or that underspend became available.  

Lesson Learnt: the importance of establishing a reserve list from the programme’s inception and 

ensuring that viable applications can be reconsidered if opportunities arise.  

The requirement to evaluate each project recommended for funding against the council’s DDW 

along with accompanying documentation was demanding in terms of resources, especially within 

the constrained appraisal process timeframes.  

While the DDW shares thematic similarities to and overlaps with the Good Growth Principles, it also 

contains distinct elements that are critical for ensuring that projects align with council objectives 

for sustainable and inclusive growth. Given the overlap and the unique aspects of both frameworks, 

there would be benefits in developing better integration between the DDW and the GGP to 

streamline the evaluation process. In addition, for projects with smaller funding requirements or 

narrower scopes, considering a simplified or tailored version of the DDW might be more efficient. 
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2.4 Strategic Governance 

Summary of Key Messages 

• The core aspects of the governance structure were bound by the fact that the funding had been 

delegated to local authorities, and there was therefore a need to work within the operating 

approaches required by the Local Government Act and the Cornwall Council Constitution. In 

doing so, many noted that the approach ensured accountability and transparency.  

• The complexity and compressed challenging delivery timescales for the programme meant that 

the governance structures and decision making were insufficiently agile. The programme 

responded effectively to this by introducing Delegation and Urgency Procedures, helping to 

improve the speed of decision making at key stages. 

• The Economic Prosperity Board’s balance between focusing on operational details and 

maintaining a strategic overview is crucial. While some suggested a need for greater strategic 

emphasis, others highlighted the importance of thorough scrutiny due to the programme’s 

scale and its public accountability. 

Overview of Approach 

Economic Prosperity Board 

To ensure an appropriate governance structure to oversee the implementation of the SPF 

Investment Plan, a joint committee between Cornwall Council and the Council of the Isles of Scilly 

was established. This joint committee is known as the CIoS Economic Prosperity Board (Economic 

Prosperity Board), comprising seven elected members drawn from the two councils, including five 

elected members of Cornwall Council’s Cabinet (Council Leader, Deputy Leader, Portfolio Holder for 

Economy, Portfolio Holder for Children and Families, and Portfolio Holder for Neighbourhoods) and 

two members of the Council of the Isles of Scilly. The Economic Prosperity Board is chaired by the 

Leader of Cornwall Council, with the Vice Chair an elected member of the Council of the Isles of 

Scilly. The Economic Prosperity Board can co-opt further members onto the Board as advisors, but 

these would be non-voting members. The Cornwall Council Portfolio Holder for Environment and 

Climate Change has been co-opted for Economic Prosperity Board discussions and decisions 

relating to the Rural Prosperity Fund.  

The Economic Prosperity Board’s mandate includes: 

• Making funding decisions on the allocation of the UKSPF budget in accordance with the CIoS SPF 

Investment Framework.  

• Approving yearly CIoS SPF Commissioning Plans to ensure timely delivery of the Investment 

Plan. 

• Overall responsibility for delivery of the Investment Plan and the SPF Commissioning Plan. 

• Approving the required reporting to the government on the UKSPF. 

• Bidding for, and ensuring the implementation of, economic development and regeneration 

funding for CIoS, including but not limited to funding from the Central Government, and 

overseeing the design and delivery of future economic funding programmes. 
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Prosperity Advisory Panel  

The CIoS PAP serves as an advisory group to the Economic Prosperity Board, providing local insights 

and expertise on economic development to optimise the investment of the SPF in the region.  

The Panel is composed of a diverse group of stakeholders from various sectors, including civil 

society, business representatives, and employer bodies responsible for local skills plans, meeting 

twice annually. To effectively address different focus areas, the Panel has established sub-groups: 

People and Skills, Rural SPF, Local Business Support, and Community and Place. 

Key responsibilities of the panel include: 

• Assisting in the implementation and updates of the Investment Plan. 

• Advising on strategic alignment and project deliverability. 

• Overseeing the programme’s performance and reporting through the M&E Framework. 

• Encouraging participation among local stakeholders to align projects with the Investment Plan. 

• Advising on the integration of SPF investments with other regional initiatives. 

• Offering local intelligence to inform the execution of the Investment Plan. 

• Suggesting potential funding realignments to address demand across the programme. 

• Contributing to broader economic policy discussions. 

Programme Governance Procedures and Economic Prosperity Board Meetings 

The CIoS Economic Prosperity Board operates under a structured set of procedures and 

delegations, including those mandated with the UK Government’s Local Government Act 2000 and 

the Cornwall Council Constitution, to ensure effective governance. Key aspects include: 

• Formal Meetings: the Economic Prosperity Board is bound by the Access to Information 

Procedure Rules in the Constitution of Cornwall Council. The Economic Prosperity Board is 

scheduled to meet formally a minimum of four times per year, with meetings conducted in 

public and documentation published on council websites. The Rules also govern whether or not 

the meeting of the Economic Prosperity Board is held in a public or private session. Initially, due 

to the volume of funding opportunities and the need for extensive decision making, including 

appraisal processes, the EPB met more frequently, averaging approximately one meeting per 

month. As the programme transitioned to its delivery phase, with fewer open and available 

funding opportunities, the frequency of meetings had reverted to the quarterly schedule 

outlined in the Terms of Reference.  

• Informal Meetings: to facilitate deeper discussions and relationship building, the Economic 

Prosperity Board may hold informal meetings, which are not public. 

• Urgency Procedures: in situations preventing a quorate formal meeting, such as travel 

restrictions, decision making can be delegated to Cornwall Council’s Strategic Director for 

Sustainable Growth and Development, in consultation with the Economic Prosperity Board 

Chair and Vice-Chair, to make any decisions that cannot wait until the next formal meeting of 

the Economic Prosperity Board. 

• Delegations and Working Parties: the Economic Prosperity Board can delegate its functions to 

subcommittees of the Economic Prosperity Board or to an officer of either of the constituent 

councils. The Economic Prosperity Board can also form working groups for advisory purposes. 
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• Decision Call-Ins: Economic Prosperity Board decisions are subject to call-ins for review if there 

are concerns surrounding the consultation process or the sufficiency of evidence supporting the 

decisions. 

The procedure surrounding an Economic Prosperity Board meeting spans six weeks, divided into 

five weeks of preparation followed by one week to follow up. This process consists of 13 defined 

steps (as summarised below): 
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Delegated Grant Schemes 

The strategic governance and operational management of Delegated Grant Schemes that provide 

funding differ somewhat from the main programme presented above.  

For the Community Levelling Up Programme and the Community Capacity and Facilitation Fund the 

region’s 12 Community Area Partnerships play an integral role in the decision-making process with 

the authority to approve or reject funding proposals. The Partnerships are collaborative platforms 

that bring together local organisations, Cornwall Councillors, town and parish councils, and 

community members (including representatives of the police, health services, and the voluntary 

and community sector). For the Good Growth Hub the appraisal process is conducted by the Hub 

team themselves.  

Delegations for decision making across the Delegated Grant Schemes are also in place to streamline 

the process, with different approval thresholds established for Director and Director & Portfolio 

Holder approvals. 

Effectiveness of Implementation 

Perspectives on Programme Procedures 

The delegation of the UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF) to local authorities necessitated 

adherence to the Local Government Act, which shaped many of the governance processes 

employed by the Economic Prosperity Board. This legal framework, while ensuring accountability 

and transparency, has introduced a series of mandatory procedures that some stakeholders have 

found to be slow and bureaucratic; however, this has reflected the national delivery approach for 

the programme, rather than factors that could be influenced locally. 

Stakeholders generally commended the governance structure, including the Economic Prosperity 

Board, for its meticulousness and due diligence within these constraints. However, despite these 

legal mandates, many noted that the rigorous nature of the governance structure, often perceived 

to be additional red tape, has led to delays impacting delivery. A balance and greater fine-tuning of 

processes are needed where possible within the legal framework.  

The Economic Prosperity Board has been diligent in its focus on operational details, an approach 

that has been commended in ensuring effective governance and responsible use of public funds. In 

some instances this focus has been considered to be overly meticulous, suggesting a need for a 

balance between rigorous detail and broader strategic governance. Equally, it is important to 

emphasise the significance of such detailed oversight, considering the council’s accountability in 

managing a programme of such magnitude under public and governmental scrutiny for the first 

time. 

Additionally, there were concerns regarding the tight timescales and the limited resources available 

to support programme delivery. It was recommended that any supplementary requirements arising 

from procedural decisions, including clarification questions, should be carefully evaluated to ensure 

that they do not overburden the existing resources.  

The programme’s development represents a formative journey. This experience has been useful 

and informative in establishing the foundational processes, structures and practices for future 

initiatives, effectively serving as a pilot. Moreover, the enhancements in collaborative relationships 
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and mutual understanding between the Good Growth Team and the Economic Prosperity Board, as 

well as within the Economic Prosperity Board itself, have been crucial in streamlining the 

governance process. 

Lesson Learnt: the governance of the Good Growth Programme, while recognised for its structured 

approach and its commitment to accountability, has revealed the need for balancing rigour with 

efficiency. The thorough Economic Prosperity Board meeting and preparatory processes, while 

ensuring oversight, have been linked to project delays. Stakeholder feedback emphasised the need 

to streamline these procedures, balancing efficiency with maintaining programme integrity. 

The programme has shown its adaptive nature, with adjustments made over time in order to 

improve and expedite processes, including Delegations. Delegations helped to make the 

governance process more agile and more responsive, particularly given the compressed timelines. 

For example, Delegations were used in the appraisal process when reviewing Business Cases and 

signing off on Project Change Requests, allowing for more rapid decision making alongside the 

regular schedule of Economic Prosperity Board meetings. 

Lesson Learnt: the programme’s ability to adapt, as demonstrated by the introduction of 

Delegations, highlights the value of flexibility in governance to enhance responsiveness and 

expedite decision making, pointing towards a continuous need for procedural evolution to respond 

to changing circumstances.  

Perspectives on Delegated Grant Scheme Procedures 

Stakeholders noted that the strategic governance and the operational project management put in 

place for the Delegated Grant Schemes were generally positive. They acknowledged that the due 

diligence and decision-making processes were suitably balanced with the scale of the funding 

requested. 

Insights from the Community Area Partnerships varied in quality. Limited resources were seen to be 

a constraint on their ability to effectively gather, collate and represent community feedback in a 

timely and effective manner. Stakeholders also suggested that the composition of Community Area 

Partnerships and funding panels could benefit from greater diversity, advocating for broader 

representation beyond public sector members, with greater private and voluntary/community 

membership.  

  



 

34 
 

Information Classification: PUBLIC 

2.5 Funded Projects 

Summary of Key Messages 

• In total, the programme approved funding totalling over £61.4m across 39 CIoS-wide projects, 

just under £27.6m across 25 Cornwall-wide Projects, and £48.1m across 79 location-specific 

Projects. 

• The geographical distribution of contracted and Delegated Grant Scheme (such as Community 

Capacity and Facilitation Fund) projects is well represented across the CIoS region, aligning with 

the programme’s goals of delivering widespread growth and levelling up.   

• Funding has been distributed to locations and sectors with potential for economic 

agglomeration, such as geo-resources, but also areas with robust community capacity as well as 

leads with the skills and familiarity with public funding to manage and deliver projects 

effectively. 

• Sectoral analysis of investments reveals a diverse allocation of funds across various sectors. 

Strategically, investments demonstrate a notable commitment to furthering the programme’s 

Net Zero and sustainability objectives and priority sectors (clean energy, geo-resources, data 

and space, visitor economy, and agri-food).  

• The programme has achieved broad engagement across different organisations within CIoS, 

supporting a variety of initiatives, from educational institutions (15 Projects) to private sector 

activity (46) and voluntary sector Projects (44). 

Distribution of SPF Projects by Geography 

The programme’s strategic funding allocation, with over £61.4m across 39 CIoS-wide Projects, just 

over £27.6m across 25 Cornwall-wide Projects, and £48.1m across 79 location-specific Projects, is 

aimed at fostering regional growth and equitable levelling-up. Funding has been distributed to 

locations and sectors with potential for economic agglomeration, such as geo-resources, but also 

areas with robust community capacity as well as leads with the skills and familiarity with public 

funding to manage and deliver projects effectively. This dual focus facilitates a balance between 

distributing resources across CIoS for widespread access to funding and making targeted 

investments where community infrastructure and economic bases are primed for impactful 

development. As illustrated in  

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.7, the distribution pattern demonstrates the programme’s dedication to enhancing 

regional development while strategically positioning funds in communities capable of catalysing 

economic progress, in alignment with the programme’s goals of widespread growth and levelling-

up. 
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Figure 2.7: Geographical Spread of Contracted Projects and Projects Funded by Delegated Grant 

Schemes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Good Growth Programme Website, 2024 

The majority of the stakeholders considered the breadth of projects approved and contracted to be 

well represented across the CIoS region — with many attributing this to the programme’s wide 

outreach work (as detailed in Section 2.2.1).  

Distribution of Approved Projects by Sector 

Sectoral analysis of investments, conducted by the Good Growth Team, showcasing performance 

until the end of January 2024, as illustrated in Table 2.1,Error! Reference source not found. reveals 

a strategic and diverse allocation of funds across various economic sectors, with significant 

emphasis on certain key areas. 

It is important to note that many projects span multiple sectors due to their scope, which 

complicates straightforward comparisons of funding allocations. Allocations of projects to sectors 

have been based on a best-fit approach, capturing both sector-specific activities as well as sector-

agnostic schemes from which a sector could benefit; as such, analysis should be taken to be 

indicative.  
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• Culture, Heritage, Creative and Digital: this sector has the highest number of projects (68), for 

which it has directly secured funding or been able to access through sector-agnostic projects. 

This focus is due to the sector’s ability to achieve broader objectives such as community 

development, health and well-being, heritage preservation, and skill enhancement. 

• Nature Recovery/Green Initiatives: allocated or accessible across 59 projects, the investment 

underscores the programme’s dedication to environmental sustainability and conservation 

efforts. 

• Notable and Balanced Contributions across Priority Sectors: all five of CIoS’ priority sectors 

(clean energy, geo-resources, data and space, visitor economy, and agri-food) have significant 

exposure to SPF-funded projects, with the least funded sectors still capturing 33% of the 

allocated resources. 

The programme’s approach to funding distribution ensured that investments were well spread 

across both priority and emerging sectors. Nevertheless, a minority within the Good Growth Team 

expressed a desire for an increased concentration of funds on priority sectors to fully harness their 

developmental potential. 

Table 2.1: Approved Funding (£millions) and Total No. of Projects by Sector 

  Approved Total No. of Projects % of Total 

Geo-resources £44,957,785  22 33% 

Clean Energy   £57,305,592  37 42% 

Agri-food £49,424,047  32 36% 

Culture, Heritage, 
Creative and Digital 

£78,121,011  68 57% 

Data and Space £44,432,708  24 33% 

Visitor Economy £76,746,673  61 56% 

Manufacturing £43,903,970  23 32% 

Nature Recovery/Green £70,991,810  59 52% 

Total £136.4m 140  
Source: Internal analysis conducted by the Good Growth Team, January 2024. Note that some projects were represented 

in several sectoral categories. Therefore, percentages do not add up to 100%.  

Effectiveness of Approved Projects by Type of Organisation 

The distribution of project numbers by organisation, as illustrated in Table 2.2, reflects the 

programme’s broad engagement across different organisations within CIoS, supporting a variety of 

initiatives, from public interventions (accounting for 25% of all projects) and educational 

institutions (12%) to private sector activity (33%) and voluntary sector projects (31%). 

When assessing Table 2.2 it is important to consider the impact of different routes to market for 

the various funding opportunities (see Section 2.1.2). For instance, projects delivered in-house are 

categorised under Local Authority. 

Table 2.2: Approved Funding and Total No. of Projects by Organisation  

Approved 
Total No. of 

Projects 

% of Total Approved 

Funding 
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Local Authority £54,138,591 35 25% 

Private Sector Company £31,745,016 46 33% 

FE College £3,131,563 5 4% 

HE Institution £19,526,414 10 7% 

Voluntary Sector Organisation £21,986,534 44 31% 

Other Public Sector £1,116,450 1 1% 

Total £131,644,568 - - 
Source: Programme Monitoring Information, March 2024 
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Lesson Learnt: emerging evidence indicates that a broad range of activities spanning the 

Investment Priorities and aligning with the Good Growth Principles are being delivered. This 

highlights the critical importance of developing a strategic document such as the Investment Plan. 

Such documents are essential for establishing the necessary processes and structures to ensure 

that selected projects adhere to the programme’s overarching objectives and principles. This 

becomes particularly crucial in environments in which the broader objectives might be 

overshadowed by the immediate pressures of tight deadlines and limited resources in day-to-day 

operations. 

Perspectives on Investment Gaps 

The programme is delivering a diverse range of projects in relation to the geographical spread and 

the variety across sectors, although the programme’s compressed timeline has shaped the 

initiation forms and the selection of projects to naturally favour those capable of meeting the SPF 

contracted spending, outputs, and outcomes by the March 2025 deadline.  

As a result, this has restricted opportunities for larger capital construction efforts and more 

innovative or high-risk projects. These limitations were attributed to the constraints set by the 

UKSPF Framework, which prioritised rapid, deliverable outcomes over more substantial 

infrastructural changes that could deliver significant changes in the economy.   

Perspectives on Blending Capital and Revenue Funding  

The programme has been largely successful in integrating capital and revenue-based projects, 

though there were instances of projects needing to adjust their split due to initial scope 

misjudgements. This view is somewhat evidenced in the survey feedback, where only one Project 

Delivery Lead advocated for more revenue over capital funding when considering improvements for 

their funding opportunity, although a few members of the Good Growth Team identified the RPF as 

an area of concern, where the exclusive availability of capital funding posed difficulties for projects 

that required revenue funding. 
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2.6 Contracting 

Summary of Key Messages 
• Fundamental to the contracting approach was the need for a thorough due diligence 

process to ensure responsible use of public funding, which has been effectively delivered by 

the processes put in place.  

• The programme generally required business cases compliant with the HMT Green Book as 

part of the process of agreeing the contract for approved projects where projects involved 

an SPF award of or in excess of £500k, where deemed necessary. This reflected that the 

application forms had been made slightly simpler, to improve accessibility at that stage, but 

that a greater level of detail was important for due diligence during contracting. 

• Some Delivery Leads found this process to be very resource-intensive. Some smaller 

organisations, or those less familiar with bidding for public funding, found the business case 

process to be particularly daunting due to its complexity and the significant resource 

investment required. Others in the Good Growth Team noted the importance of ensuring 

responsible use of public funding. 

• One aspect in which there could be room for enhancing this process was in relation to 

certain time delays in the process which adversely affected project timelines. Although 

delays occurred in some cases as a result of the time taken for an applicant to develop their 

business case or respond to requests for further detail, it was also noted that in some cases 

the Good Growth Team had been slow to respond to queries or to provide feedback, which 

had created some additional delays. 

Overview of Approach 

The contracting process is a structured series of stages designed to formalise funding agreements 

with successful applicants of the Good Growth Programme: 
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1) Start: the process is initiated following approval from the Economic Prosperity Board, where 

applicants receive a conditional offer and, if needed, a business case or delivery plan template. 

Information from previous appraisals and discussions informs the pre-contract meeting, where 

clarifications and conditions in addition to those identified at the appraisal stage are set, and 

applicants are briefed on subsequent steps.  

For projects requesting over £500,000 in SPF funding or those deemed to be high-risk a 

business case template aligned with HM Treasury’s Five Case Model was required.  

2) Clarifications and Conditions: where necessary, dependent on the value of funding sought and 

the project complexity, applicants work closely with the Good Growth Team to resolve any 

outstanding clarifications, establish contract conditions, and build early collaborative 

relationships. 

In addition, legal checks are conducted to ascertain compliance with subsidy control principles. 

3) Business Case/Delivery Plan Assessment: a business case or delivery plan, completed by the 

applicant, is initially assessed by a Fund Officer or Arcadis (a consultancy practice) when 

additional capacity is required and the project has a total value in excess of more than £1m. 

Note: the Delivery Facilitation Team offered one-to-one support workshops for projects that 

were required to submit a business case to support the application and decision-making 

process. This outlined the purpose of the business case, why it was required, the content, how 

to approach the business case to cover SPF programme criteria, the deadline for submission, 

and the offer to informally review any draft submissions for comments and feedback prior to 

the formal submission.  

4) Peer Review: the project (including a business case or delivery plan) then undergoes a peer 

review by members of the Good Growth Team to ensure that all clarifications have been 

adequately addressed. 

5) Business Case/Delivery Plan in consultation: obtained: and reviewed by Senior Officers and 

the Portfolio Holder for Resources and the Portfolio Holder for Economy for approval. 

6) Grant Funding Agreement (GFA)/Service-Level Agreement (SLA)1 Consultation: 

documentation is refined at this stage (including legal and finance). 

7) Finalisation and Signing: in the final stage, contract schedules are concluded (including 

payment schedules and bank details). The legal liaison facilitates the signing of the GFA/SLA by 

the applicant and the Service Director, while the fund manager reviews the final version of the 

funding agreement to ensure that all aspects are in order. 

Effectiveness of the Contracting Process (Including Business Cases) 

Based on programme monitoring data, the average contracting duration — from decision 

notification to signed agreement — was 15 weeks. The duration between decision notification and 

peer review took nine weeks, and between S151 signature and signed agreement took five weeks. 

This was considered to be lengthier than expected in several cases, with 46% of Projects 

 
1 Service Level Agreements were used at times where the project involved internal Cornwall Council 
departments and teams.  
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considering it to be unreasonably long. This was often because of the need to develop a detailed 

business case and/or the time taken to respond to clarification questions (33%), a necessary trade-

off from adopting lighter-touch application forms to improve programme accessibility. Particularly 

for smaller organisations with limited resources or expertise, preparing business cases posed 

challenges. 

Perspectives on Contracting Process 

Prolonged contracting times have adversely affected project timelines, particularly those involving 

capital works. Instances were cited in which contracting processes extended beyond three to four 

months. 

Lesson Learnt: the contracting processes averaged 15 weeks. Notably, it took nine weeks from 

decision notification to peer review, and an additional five weeks from obtaining the S151 signature 

to the final agreement. This suggests a case to review and streamline the processes whilst ensuring 

due diligence and responsible management of public funds. 

Despite these challenges, the overall contracting process was robust and demonstrated effective 

due diligence, providing reassurance that public money was being spent responsibly and effectively 

to ensure that contracted targets were likely to be met. Moreover, Projects were satisfied with the 

process — 51% found it to be clear and straightforward, and 88% rated the support and guidance 

during contracting as being of good quality. 

Communication and accessibility of the Good Growth Team were identified as areas needing 

improvement. Delays in contracting were often linked to the team’s responsiveness, with 47% of 

Projects attributing extended timelines to slow responses. This feedback suggests a need for the 

team to enhance their responsiveness and maintain closer communication with Projects 

throughout the contracting process. 

Perspectives on Business Cases 

It was mandatory that all Projects requesting a SPF award in excess of £500k complete a business 

case compliant with the HM Treasury Green Book, as the streamlined application process did not 

provide sufficient detail to ensure sound financial and management plans. 

While some stakeholders viewed this extra step to be additional red tape and burdensome, others 

considered it to be crucial for transparency and ensuring responsible use of public funds. Despite 

the one-to-one business case development support provided by the Delivery Facilitation Team, a 

small number of Projects indicated that the business case process was difficult, unclear and 

demanding, especially for smaller organisations lacking resources and expertise.  

Lesson Learnt: a need for clear and consistent guidance on timescales and requests. There could be 

a case for separating the process for businesses over a certain amount to submit additional 

information and evidence at the application stage that particularly evidence their financial case and 

commercial viability, which were seen to be the most common themes in which questions were 

raised by the Economic Prosperity Board. Alternatively, above a certain threshold it could be 

appropriate to request a business case (instead of an application form). 
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2.7 Project Monitoring and Ongoing Support 
This section examines the Good Growth Programme’s mechanisms and frameworks for monitoring, 

reporting and supporting project progress.  

It is important to highlight that at the time that the evaluation fieldwork was being conducted, only 

one cycle of quarterly project-level reporting had been completed, with the second cycle in 

progress. Consequently, the ensuing review mainly provides an overview of established processes 

and systems, incorporating a few initial observations shared by Projects and consultees due to the 

limited data available at this early stage. 

Summary of Key Messages 

• The majority of Projects were satisfied and content with the process of quarterly claim 

reporting, indicating a well-received structure. 

• The Good Growth Team highlighted challenges with the quality of monitoring evidence 

submitted, which aligns with feedback from Projects who encountered challenges with regard 

to understanding evidence requirements for outputs and outcomes. 

• There is a high resource requirement for the Good Growth Team when reviewing claims, 

reflecting the need to ensure responsible use of public funds. Striking the right balance in the 

review process — between a risk-based sampling approach and a thorough review of every 

claim element — is required, however. The decision on the optimal balance between efficiency 

and accountability rests with the local authority. 

• Support provided to Projects in completing claim forms was highly valued and contributed to 

improving the quality of submissions. Notably, the Delivery Facilitation Team played a crucial 

supportive role, allowing more informal discussion of issues. 

2.7.1 Project Monitoring and Reporting 

Overview of Approach 

The Good Growth Programme Management Office (PMO) oversees the Good Growth Investment 

Plan’s implementation, ensuring that performance aligns with programme objectives. 

In terms of monitoring performance, Projects are required to submit an SPF Progress and Claim 

Form on a quarterly basis unless specified otherwise. The form includes: 

• claims for reimbursement of eligible costs incurred 

• the provision of electronic copies of all financial documents related to claimed expenses 

• a narrative report summarising the project’s progress since the last claim 

• achievement of specific project milestones and outcomes as outlined in their GFA 

• claims for outputs and outcomes (including a Verification Form). 

• A summary of any press, branding or publicity activities the project has undertaken 

• An analysis of risk   

Upon submission, the Programme Management Office will review the form, which may lead to 

requests for further clarification, additional evidence, or site visits to monitor progress. Following 
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verification and acceptance the claim is forwarded for payment, a process that may take up to two 

weeks. 

In cases of underperformance or breaches of the grant funding agreement, remedial actions or 

project changes are supported by the Good Growth Team. Extreme cases may lead to 

decommitment or clawback:  

• Decommitment: rescinding the investment approval decision and retracting the agreement to 

award, or further instalments of a Shared Prosperity Fund grant. 

• Clawback: if the recipient were to default on the terms of the grant funding agreement, 

clawback of the funds may be initiated at the discretion of the council. The council has the 

discretion under the agreement to claw back the funding in whole or in part, the value of which 

will be dependent on a number of factors (i.e. how much of the project has been delivered and 

whether certain outputs have been achieved). 

Significant deviations from the grant funding agreement require a Project Change Request Form, 

detailing the changes, expected impacts, and the rationale behind them. Projects may need a 

Recovery Plan to rectify issues. This plan will outline the issues identified and the remedial course 

of action to be taken to get the project back on track within an agreed timescale. Approvals of 

Project Change Requests were considered on a case-by-case basis and reviewed aspects such as the 

nature of the change, the scale and complexity of the project, leniency in the project timelines, 

previous performance, other non-compliance, the strength of the rationale given, the degree of 

slippage, and the impact on the programme. A Letter of Variation or confirmation letter formalises 

approved changes.  

In receiving SPF funding, Projects are also responsible for monitoring and evaluating their projects. 

Responsibilities include: 

• Data collection and sharing: unless stated otherwise in their contract, Projects are required to 

gather and make available to Cornwall Council all project monitoring data.  

• Commissioning an external evaluator: for projects receiving more than £50,000 in SPF funding. 

• Evaluation report: each project is required to be evaluated and a report shared with Cornwall 

Council. 

Effectiveness of Project Monitoring and Reporting 

Overall, most Projects are satisfied with the process of quarterly claim reporting. At the time of the 

survey, 63% of Projects had submitted their quarterly Progress and Claim Form. Of those who had 

submitted their quarterly Progress and Claim Form: 

• 67% faced no challenges or delays experienced in submitting quarterly claims 

• 69% found the forms to be straightforward  

• 93% found the schedule for submitting the forms to be reasonable.  

The main challenge faced by Projects revolved around understanding the requirements for the 

claim process. Only 48% of Projects agreed that it was clear what evidence needed to be collected 

to verify the project output and outcomes.  
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Members of the Good Growth Team viewed reporting to date to be more resource-intensive than 

they would have hoped for, noting that many claims were of poor quality. Projects, especially from 

smaller or less experienced organisations, but also in many cases from those with prior 

relationships with the council and with past funding programmes, often failed to provide the 

required level of financial evidence and demonstrated a lack of understanding of the claim 

requirements.  

Perspective on Project Monitoring and Reporting 

The claim review process elicited diverse opinions within the Good Growth Team. While some 

suggested a risk-based screening or a financial evidence threshold to expedite the process and ease 

the Projects’ and the PMO’s burden, others underscored the need for a full and comprehensive 

review to ensure responsible and accountable use of public money. This highlights the trade-off 

between the efficiency gained through sampling approaches or risk-based assessments and the 

thoroughness of a full audit. Ultimately, the decision on the level of risk acceptable in the claim 

review process rests with the local authorities, who must balance the need for swift processing with 

the imperative of safeguarding public resources. 

The UKSPF’s enhanced flexibility is a significant improvement over former programmes. This 

flexibility had led to more streamlined decision making and reduced administrative requirements, 

demonstrating the programme’s responsiveness to project-specific needs, e.g. the ease, fewer 

administrative burdens, and the speed to switch funding allocations between capital and revenue.  

Lesson Learnt: considering and reviewing if and where efficiencies could be achieved as part of the 

claim process, particularly the request and review of financial claim evidence. Possible areas for 

investigation include simplifying financial evidence requirements as well as exploring technological 

solutions, a tiered review system (by value and/or experience of Project Delivery Lead), and 

enhanced guidance and training to Projects. 

Perspective on Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) 

Some Projects noted that the volume of evidence and information required was higher than 

expected and more than is required by other funders such as Innovate UK. This made the M&E very 

time-consuming for some projects. A few Projects also raised technical difficulties with the claim 

form, which added to their workload. However, a few Projects also indicated that they were 

hopeful that submitting the quarterly Progress and Claim Form would be more straightforward in 

the future, as they now understand what is required of them.  

At the time of the evaluation the programme had not yet received a project evaluation report. 

Consequently, there are no perspectives or detailed insights available to share at this point. 

Perspective on Delegated Grant Schemes  

Although the deployment of Delegated Grant Schemes was to simplify procedures in comparison 

with the main programme, certain Delegated Grant Schemes still adopted administratively 

intensive processes which in some instances were as burdensome as, or even more so than, the 

main programme. Specific areas mentioned included administrative requirements, due diligence, 

and evidence collected as part of project monitoring.  
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2.7.2 Ongoing Project Support  

Overview of Approach 

Beyond the support provided by the Programme Management Office, the Delivery Facilitation 

Team offered additional assistance to Projects upon request. The team’s services encompass a wide 

range of guidance, including aiding with reporting requirements, navigating project change 

requests, assisting with project monitoring and evaluation, and addressing project-specific 

challenges.  

Effectiveness of Ongoing Project Support 

Ongoing project support has been needed and effective. Since beginning project delivery, 80% of 

Projects have contacted their assigned Project Lead for support. As illustrated in , the most 

common queries revolved around reporting expenditure or outputs. Most Projects agreed that the 

Good Growth Team provided good-quality support (88%) and responded to queries in a timely 

manner (84%).  

A small number of Projects highlighted that it was noticeable that the Good Growth Team was 

under much pressure due to a high caseload. At times this was felt to have impacted the quality of 

support because it limited time for one-to-one support. However, a few Projects also noted that 

response times had improved over time. 

Figure 2.8: Which of the following did your queries relate to?  

Source: Project Lead Survey (n=77) 

The Delivery Facilitation Team, acting as an intermediary, has helped to streamline the reporting 

process. The team is particularly valued for its ability to make Projects feel comfortable towards 

discussing challenges openly, which they might hesitate to do directly with those auditing and 

verifying claims. This intermediary role has encouraged more transparent discussions and effective 

information sharing, as Projects are more at ease when addressing issues in the supportive and 

informal environment fostered by the Delivery Facilitation Team. 
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3. Programme Performance 
This section of the report provides an overview of programme performance across the four 

Investment Priorities. All data presented in this section are based on spend, output and outcome 

information up to April 13th, 2024.  

3.1 Performance against Spend Targets 

Summary of Key Messages 

• As of 13th April 2024, with less than one year remaining until the programme’s conclusion, 

£131.6m across 141 projects had been approved for contracting, which represents 96% of the 

£137.6m received from the UK Government.  

• Of the 141 approved projects, 128 projects have been contracted (or 91% of the approved 

projects). The two Investment Priorities in which there are approved projects that have not yet 

been contracted are ‘Supporting Local Business’ (the difference between funding that has been 

approved but not contracted totals £7.7m) and Rural (£1.3m).  

• In total, £39.9m, or 33% of the contracted funds, has been spent. This compares to an original 

expectation of 37% to be spent by March 2024. This reflects that progress against allocations is 

very close to target, despite the significant early delays to approving the Investment Plan which 

reduced the available time in which to spend funds in Year 1 (2022/23). 

• By Investment Priority, this ranges from 26% of contracted funding being spent to date for the 

People and Skills and Rural Investment Priorities to 35% for Community and Place.  

 

The CIoS region received a total of £137.6m, of which £132.0m was from the SPF (which includes 

£5.2m allocated for Programme Management) and £5.6m from the RPF. Please note that figures 

related to Programme Management have been excluded from the subsequent analysis. 

As of 13th April 2024 the programme had nearly fully allocated its funding, with £131.6m (or 96%) 

approved across 141 projects. There remains headroom for approval in the ‘Supporting Local 

Business’ and ‘Rural’ categories, amounting to £7.7m and £1.3m, respectively.  

In ensuring responsible fund management the programme strategy includes a flexible approach to 

funding allocation, allowing for the reallocation of resources in response to possible contracted 

project underperformance. This ensures that the programme not only manages risks effectively but 

also adapts to changing circumstances in order to maximise impact. 

In total, £39.9m, or 33% of the contracted funds, has been spent. This compares to an original 

expectation of 37% to be spent by March 2024. This reflects that progress against allocations is very 

close to target, despite the significant early delays to approving the Investment Plan which reduced 

the available time in which to spend funds in Year 1 (2022/23).  

By Investment Priority this ranges from 26% of contracted funding being spent to date for ‘People 

and Skills’ and ‘Rural’ to 35% for ‘Community and Place’. This is further illustrated in Figure 3.1 

below.  
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Table 3.1: Commission, Approved, Contracted, and Actual Expenditure (£millions) by Investment 
Priority 

 Commissioned Approved Contracted Spent 
Spent (% of 

Approved) 

Community and Place £47.4 £45.1 £45.1 £15.6 35% 

Supporting Local Business £65.0 £66.8 £59.1 £19.5 33% 

People and Skills £14.5 £14.9 £14.9 £3.8 26% 

Rural Prosperity Fund £5.6 £4.9 £3.5 £0.9 26% 

Total £137.6 £131.6 £122.6 £39.9 33% 
Source: Programme Monitoring Information, April 2024 

Note: Rounding means that the sum of individual values may not tally with the total figure.  

Note: In addition to the three main SPF Investment Priorities (Supporting Local Business, Community and Place, and 

People and Skills), the table includes additional cost items related to the RPF. 

Figure 3.1: Contracted and Actual Expenditure (£millions) by Investment Priority 

 
Source: Programme Monitoring Information, April 2024 

Table B.1 in Appendix B provides a detailed breakdown by Planned Activity. As of 13th April 2024, 

some of the key projects with significant remaining funding to be spent under each Investment 

Priority include the following:  

• Community and Place: ‘Community Skills Hubs’ and ‘Community Levelling Up Programme’ have 

spent 15% and 18% of their contracted targets, respectively. 

• Supporting Local Business: ‘Net Zero Resilience and Skills Programme’ has spent 22% of its 

contracted target. 

• People and Skills: ‘Coordinated People and Skills Support – CIoS People Hub’ reflects a 6% 

spend against the contracted target. 

• Rural Prosperity Fund: the ‘Rural Business Development and Farm Diversification’ category has 

yet to see any expenditure against a contracted target of £1m. 
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Perspectives on Meeting Contracted Targets 

The Project Delivery Lead Survey asked about expected performance by project completion. The 

results were as follows: 

• 56% of the leads, who are currently on target, anticipate meeting or even exceeding their 

targets. 

• 31% of the leads, despite currently lagging behind, remain optimistic about meeting or 

surpassing their targets. 

• A small fraction, 4%, who are currently behind, expect to fall short by the project’s end. 

• The remaining leads were unsure as to their final outcomes. 

While these figures indicate a high level of optimism, it is important to note that only 33 of all 

surveyed leads foresee no significant risks in achieving their project’s contracted targets. A 

significant 50% of the leads identified the tight delivery window as a potential risk. This concern 

was also shared by 42% of those who are currently on target, suggesting that the tight delivery 

window is a widespread concern across the board. 
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3.2 Performance against Output and Outcome Targets 

Summary of Key Messages 

• At the time of the evaluation, with only one reporting cycle completed, there have been limited 

progress output and outcome claims, precluding a detailed analysis at this stage. 

• The programme has contracted more than targeted in the Investment Plan for 35 out of the 42 

output targets and 38 out of the 40 (65%) outcome targets.  

• Should the contracted projects fulfil their targets the programme is poised to exceed its 

Investment Plan targets.  

• There are 13 outputs and 17 outcomes which were not included as Investment Plan targets, 

against which contracted projects have indicated contributions will be made. This illustrates the 

programme’s wider influence, capturing the broader impacts of projects beyond those 

specifically targeted within the Investment Plan. 

• It is too early to analyse performance against these targets at the time of this evaluation. 

At the time of this interim evaluation, with only two reporting cycles completed, there have been 

limited output and outcome claims, precluding a detailed analysis at this stage. The limited data on 

actual achievements reflect the relatively early phase of the programme’s lifecycle, rather than its 

ultimate performance. It is important to note that for many Projects, delivery has recently 

commenced. It is expected that project activities and corresponding output claims will intensify for 

the remainder of the programme’s lifetime.  

Programme-wide performance against SPF outputs is summarised in Table B.2 and against 

outcomes in Table B.3. The programme has contracted more than targeted in the Investment Plan 

for 35 out of the 42 output targets and 37 out of the 40 outcome targets. Should the contracted 

projects fulfil their targets the programme is poised to exceed its Investment Plan targets. Among 

the seven outputs that fell short of their targets, all have contracted at least 69% of their 

Investment Plan targets.  

Of all the outcome indicators, only ‘Number of enterprises increasing their export capability’ and 

‘Number of projects arising from funded feasibility studies’ have fallen short of being fully 

contracted against their Investment Plan targets, with 82% and 91% of the expected outcome 

targets contracted with projects, respectively. 

The Good Growth Team shared measured optimism regarding the under-contracting of certain 

indicators. This perspective is rooted in the expectation that Projects may outperform their current 

commitments, creating the potential for the programme to meet or even surpass its Investment 

Plan targets by the end of delivery.  

There are 13 outputs and 17 outcomes which were not included as Investment Plan targets, against 

which contracted Projects have indicated contributions. This illustrates the programme’s wider 

influence, capturing the broader impacts of projects beyond those specifically targeted by the 

Investment Plans. 
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Appendix A: Evaluation Questions and 

Approach 
A summary of the Evaluation Questions (EQ) is set out below. The interim report’s evaluation focus 

is to review the Good Growth Programme’s design, implementation and delivery systems and 

processes. This report will therefore answer evaluation questions on the programme’s Financial 

and Output Performance (EQ1) and Delivery and Process Review (EQ2). 

EQ1: Programme Financial and Output Performance 

• EQ1.1: What progress did the programme make towards the achievement of its financial 

performance (commissioned, approved, contracted and spend) and UKSPF indicator targets 

as set out in its Investment Plan?  

• EQ1.2: How did this performance vary by Investment Priority? 

• EQ1.3: What factors explain variations, including under- or overperformance against 

contracted targets? 

• EQ1.4: How did external contextual factors affect performance, delivery and achievements?  

 

EQ2: Delivery and Process Review 
• EQ2.1: How were Good Growth Programme funding opportunities designed and 

communicated and how effectively was this process? 

a. Were initiation forms effectively designed to meet the objectives of the Investment 

Plan, including the Good Growth Principles? 

b. Were initiation forms clear and accessible? 

c. Which open invitations to bid received more or less interest and why? 

• EQ2.2: As part of the programme’s calls for proposals, how were applicants engaged and 

supported with their bids?  

a. Did the programme engage a sufficient proportion of its target audience? 

b. Were the documents and guidance provided comprehensive, clear and accessible? 

c. Were Good Growth Principles well understood by applicants and how it affected their 

behaviour?  

d. How did the support provided affect applicants and their bids? 

e. How effectively did the programme support and signpost applicants to more suitable 

sources of funding and/or capacity-building support? 

f. What lessons can be learnt to inform future funding rounds? 

• EQ2.3: How were projects appraised and how effective were the processes? 
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• EQ2.4: What types of activities were funded across the three programme Investment 

Priorities? 

a. Has the programme funded a wide range of projects (i.e. considering geography and 

sectors)? 

b. How did the programme approach the RPF?  

c. Did the RPF Addendum ensure targeted investment to rural areas and sectors within 

CIoS? 

d. What, if any, are the investment gaps where the programme was not able to invest in 

spite of investment need and demand? 

e. Has the Good Growth Programme been successful in blending capital and revenue-

based projects?  

f. Has the implementation of the Rural Prosperity Fund dovetailed with wider SPF 

investment? 

• EQ2.5: What were the contracting and payment processes? To consider: 

- Good Growth Team and applicant’s perspectives 

- Timeframes and complexity of the contracting process 

- UKSPF guidance 

- Recommendations that can be incorporated within the lifetime of the programme 

- Delegated Grant Schemes and ‘minimising red tape’ in administering grants 

- Lessons learnt. 

• EQ2.6: How were Projects’ performance and claims managed? 

a. What support to Projects was provided? 

b. What common challenges were experienced by Projects in delivering their projects and 

how were these addressed? 

c. What challenges did Projects face in gathering and quality-assuring monitoring 

information?  

d. How can these mechanisms be improved to support programme delivery for the rest of 

its lifetime? 

• EQ2.7: What were the decision-making processes and governance structures for the Good 

Growth Programme? 

a. How effectively have the process and governance structures functioned? 

b. Has the programme effectively managed the need for speed and agility (short 

programme delivery timeframe) and has that been balanced against the need within a 

local authority governance process for transparency, accountability, and a thorough 

consideration of risk? 

c. What key lessons have been learnt? 

d. How can programme governance and/or the decision-making process be improved to 

assist with delivery for the remaining duration of the programme’s lifetime? 
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EQ3: Review of Impacts 
• EQ3.1: To what extent has the programme contributed to CIoS’ Good Growth Principles? 

• EQ3.2: To what extent has the programme contributed to UKSPF objectives in particular: 

- Boost productivity, pay, jobs, and living standards by growing the private sector, 

especially in those places where they are lagging 

- Spread opportunities and improve public services, especially in those places where they 

are weakest 

- Restore a sense of community, local pride, and belonging, especially in those places 

where they have been lost 

- Empower local leaders and communities, especially in those places lacking local agency 

- Through the Multiply programme, increase levels of functional numeracy in the adult 

population. 

• EQ3.3: What early evidence is there around the strategic added value or wider impacts that 

the Good Growth Programme has delivered, including but not limited to: 

- Delivering and creating a culture around Good Growth Principles  

- Capacity building and leadership roles across CIoS (and at a national level) 

- Synergy effects as a result of the design of project activity to be complementary and 

mutually reinforcing 

- Leverage effects by intervention type, as investments helped to draw in additional 

funding 

- Increasing activity and developing a culture of knowledge transfer and innovation 

- Addressing skills gaps and preparing workforces for the future, and cultural and heritage 

preservation. 

• EQ3.4: What unexpected or unintended outcomes or impacts have occurred? 

• EQ3.5: What early evidence is there around how much of the programme’s outcomes can 

be attributed to the interventions? 

• EQ3.6: What early evidence is there that the Good Growth Programme has provided good 

value for money in terms of its cost-effectiveness in delivering its stated aims? 
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The interim evaluation included the following workstreams.  

Table A.1: Summary of Interim Evaluation Workstreams 
 

Workstream Overview 

Programme Data 

Analysis 

• Oversight and analysis of all programme data to mid-April 2024 

on spend, outputs and outcomes. 

Process Review 

• Document and context review.  

• 20 consultations or focus groups with 12 Good Growth Team 

members and 13 wider stakeholders to explore the 

management, structures, systems and processes used for 

implementing, delivering, managing and governing the 

programme, exploring what was effective and less effective, and 

lessons learned. 

• Analysis of survey evidence gathered from 96 project leads for 

94 unique SPF Projects.  

• In total, 143 projects were invited to participate in the survey. 

Of these, 96 Projects (representing 94 unique projects) 

completed the survey. The net variation represents i) individual 

organisations which are leading the delivery of more than one 

project, and ii) cases in which two or more organisations are 

involved in delivering the same project.  

• As the purpose of the survey was to gather the perspectives of 

Projects, the survey analysis presented in this report is therefore 

presented as a proportion of leads, as opposed to individual 

projects, representing a response rate of 66%. 

Synthesis and 

Reporting 

• Thematic coding and analysis of stakeholder consultations and 

open comments from Projects survey. 
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Appendix B: Programme Performance 

Chapter Tables and Charts  
On the pages that follow, in Appendix B, the following tables have been included: 

• Table B.1: Approved, Contracted, and Actual Expenditure (£millions) by Planned Activity 

Breakdown 

• Table B.2: Target, Contracted and Actual Outputs as of March 2024 

• Table B.3: Target, Contracted and Actual Outcomes as of March 2024 
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Table B.1: Approved, Contracted, and Actual Expenditure (£millions) by Planned Activity Breakdown 

 Planned Activity Approved Contracted Spend 
Spend (% of 
Contracted) 

Total No. of 
Projects 

Community and Place 

Community Capacity and Facilitation Programme £2.6 £2.6 £1.5 56% 1 

Cultural Events and Talents Programme £4.3 £4.3 £2.0 46% 13 

Culture/Heritage-led Regeneration and Skills £11.2 £11.2 £6.5 58% 16 

Community Levelling Up Programme  £11.5 £11.5 £2.1 18% 2 

Community Skills Hubs £5.2 £5.2 £0.8 15% 3 

Community Connectivity and Digital Inclusion £6.9 £6.9 £2.0 29% 9 

Cost of Living Retrofits £3.3 £3.3 £0.8 25% 5 

Supporting Local 
Business 

Good Growth Hub £15.9 £15.3 £4.1 27% 8 

Research, Development and Innovation £12.8 £12.8 £4.0 31% 5 

Strategic Business, Enterprise and Research and 
Development Infrastructure 

£22.3 £17.3 £7.0 41% 29 

Strategic Sector Development £4.2 £4.2 £1.2 28% 8 

Trade and Investment Programme £1.0 £1.0 £0.3 35% 1 

Town, Rural and Coastal High Street Development and Skills 
Programme 

£4.2 £4.1 £1.9 46% 12 

Net Zero Resilience and Skills Programme £6.4 £4.4 £1.0 22% 9 

People and Skills 

Coordinated People and Skills Support – CIoS People Hub £6.0 £6.0 £0.4 6% 1 

Youth Engagement £2.7 £2.7 £0.5 18% 2 

Digital Upskilling £2.0 £2.0 £1.0 50% 1 

Green Upskilling £2.0 £2.0 £1.0 50% 1 

Multiply £2.2 £2.2 £1.0 45% 5 

Rural Prosperity Fund 
Rural Business Development and Farm Diversification £1.0 £1.0 £0.0 0% 1 

Strengthening Rural Community Infrastructure and Assets £3.9 £2.5 £0.9 36% 9 

Total 
 

£131.6 £122.6 £39.9 33% 141 
Source: Programme Monitoring Information, April 2024
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Table B.2: Target and Contracted Outputs as of 13th April 2024 

SPF Outputs Target Contracted Contracted (% of Target) 

Amount of commercial space completed or improved  3,742   28,069  100%+ 

Amount of green or blue space created or improved  250   115,990  100%+ 

Amount of land made wheelchair-accessible/step-free  -     408  - 

Amount of low- or zero-carbon energy infrastructure completed  -     23,418  - 

Amount of public realm created or improved  950   14,553  100%+ 

Amount of rehabilitated land  -     2,768  - 

Number of amenities/facilities created or improved  95   89  94% 

Number of angel investors engaged  200   204  100%+ 

Number of commercial buildings completed or improved  7   41  100%+ 

Number of decarbonisation plans developed as a result of support  100   71  71% 

Number of economically inactive people engaging with keyworker support services  1,300   1,598  100%+ 

Number of economically inactive people supported to engage with the benefit system  500   606  100%+ 

Number of effective engagements between keyworkers and additional services  -     -    - 

Number of enterprises engaged in new markets  130   335  100%+ 

Number of enterprises receiving angel investment  -     -    - 

Number of enterprises receiving financial support other than grants  102   71  70% 

Number of enterprises receiving grants  1,188   1,105  93% 

Number of enterprises receiving non-financial support  1,351   3,983  100%+ 

Number of events/participatory programmes  110   1,469  100%+ 

Number of feasibility studies developed as a result of support  140   171  100%+ 

Number of households receiving support  215   437  100%+ 

Number of households supported to take energy efficiency measures  -     367  - 

Number of local events or activities supported  181   5,954  100%+ 

Number of local markets created or supported  -     2  - 

Amount of low- or zero-carbon energy infrastructure installed  -     3  - 

Number of neighbourhood improvements undertaken  59   46  78% 
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Number of new or improved cycleways or footpaths  4   16  100%+ 

Number of organisations receiving financial support other than grants  -     117  - 

Number of enterprises receiving grants  1,188   1,105  93% 

Number of organisations receiving non-financial support  -     1,071  - 

Number of people accessing mental and physical health support leading to employment  550   674  100%+ 

Number of people attending training sessions  1,700   3,563  100%+ 

Number of people in employment engaging with the skill system  300   852  100%+ 

Number of people reached  252,400   1,413,307  100%+ 

Number of people receiving support to gain a vocational licence  150   170  100%+ 

Number of people receiving support to gain employment  1,000   1,435  100%+ 

Number of people receiving support to sustain employment  -     30  - 

Number of people retraining  650   846  100%+ 

Number of people supported onto a course through provision of financial support  300   206  69% 

Number of people supported to access basic skill courses  425   637  100%+ 

Number of people supported to engage in job searching  1,350   1,575  100%+ 

Number of people supported to engage in life skills  1,450   2,387  100%+ 

Number of people supported to gain a qualification  945   2,135  100%+ 

Number of people supported to participate in education  275   712  100%+ 

Number of people taking part in work experience programmes  200   623  100%+ 

Number of potential entrepreneurs assisted to be enterprise-ready  230   866  100%+ 

Number of projects successfully completed  50   61  100%+ 

Number of properties better protected from flooding and coastal erosion  200   327  100%+ 

Number of rehabilitated premises  20   51  100%+ 

Number of socially excluded people accessing support  500   1,231  100%+ 

Number of tourism, culture or heritage assets created or improved  70   423  100%+ 

Number of tournaments supported  -     5  - 

Number of trees planted  -     683  - 

Number of volunteering opportunities supported  285   6,459  100%+ 
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Total length of new or improved cycleways or footpaths  1   5  100%+ 

 Source: Programme Monitoring Information, April 2024  
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Table B.3: Target and Contracted Outcomes as of 13th April 2024 

SPF Outcomes Target Contracted Contracted (% of Target) 

Estimated carbon dioxide equivalent reductions as a result of support  810   19,301  100%+ 

Improved engagement numbers  4,200   77,797  100%+ 

Improved perceived/experienced accessibility  -     10,227  - 

Improved perception of attractions  -     1,200  - 

Improved perception of events  -     10,198  - 

Improved perception of facilities/amenities  5,250   46,808  100%+ 

Improved perception of facility/infrastructure project  1,500   8,334  100%+ 

Improved perception of markets  -     100  - 

Improved perception of safety  -     -    - 

Increase in visitor spending  -     264,000  - 

Increased affordability of events/entry  -     5,350  - 

Increased amount of investment 22,487,500   129,935,345  100%+ 

Increased amount of low- or zero-carbon energy infrastructure installed  -     558  - 

Increased business sustainability  -     10  - 

Increased footfall  9,500   337,932  100%+ 

Increased number of enterprises supported  -     -    - 

Increased number of properties better protected from flooding and coastal erosion  200   294  100%+ 

Increased number of web searches for a place  -     673  - 

Increased take-up of energy efficiency measures  126   594  100%+ 

Increased use of cycleways or footpaths  2,000   180,000  100%+ 

Increased users of facilities/amenities  350   470  100%+ 

Increased visitor numbers  16,600   951,174  100%+ 

Jobs created as a result of support  478   1,338  100%+ 

Jobs safeguarded as a result of support  140   329  100%+ 

Neighbourhood crimes  -     40  - 

Number of active or sustained participants in community groups as a result of support  100   692  100%+ 
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Number of community-led arts, cultural, heritage and creative programmes as a result of support  30   571  100%+ 

Number of early stage enterprises which increased their revenue following support  -     1  - 

Number of economically active individuals engaged in mainstream skills education and training  -     -    - 

Number of economically inactive individuals engaging with benefit system following support  150   248  100%+ 

Number of enterprises adopting new or improved products or services  136   227  100%+ 

Number of enterprises adopting new-to-firm technologies or processes  199   443  100%+ 

Number of enterprises engaged in new markets  130   335  100%+ 

Number of enterprises increasing their export capability  105   86  82% 

Number of enterprises with improved productivity  65   1,346  100%+ 

Number of new enterprises created as a result of support  156   223  100%+ 

Number of new-to-market products  70   104  100%+ 

Number of organisations engaged in knowledge transfer activity following support  328   354  100%+ 

Number of people engaged in job searching following support  700   866  100%+ 

Number of people engaged in life skills support following interventions  400   526  100%+ 

Number of people engaging with mainstream healthcare services  -     -    - 

Number of people experiencing reduced structural barriers into employment and into skill provision  800   1,792  100%+ 

Number of people familiarised with employers’ expectations, including standards of behaviour in the 

workplace 

 250   980  100%+ 

Number of people gaining qualifications, licences and skills  175   884  100%+ 

Number of people in education/training following support  500   1,136  100%+ 

Number of people in employment, including self-employment, following support  910   1,342  100%+ 

Number of people in supported employment  100   100  100% 

Number of people reporting increased employability through development of interpersonal skills funded 

by UKSPF 

 450   828  100%+ 

Number of people sustaining employment for 6 months  -     30  - 

Number of people sustaining engagement with keyworker support and additional services  -     -    - 

Number of people with basic skills following support  200   932  100%+ 

Number of R&D (Research and Development)-active enterprises  95   120  100%+ 
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Number of vacant units filled  2   12  100%+ 

Number of volunteering opportunities created as a result of support  5   2,798  100%+ 

People gaining a qualification or completing a course following support  945   2,406  100%+ 

Premises with improved digital connectivity as a result of support  17   54  100%+ 

Number of projects arising from funded feasibility studies  101   92  91% 

Source: Programme Monitoring Information, April 2024 
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Appendix C: Example Development 

and Decision Wheel  
Figure C.1: Development and Decision Wheel (Right: Environmental and Social Wheel; Left: 

Equality and Inclusion Wheel) 

Source: Cornwall Council Website, 2024 
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