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Executive Summary  
  
This research assesses the impact of the gap/interim funding period on the 
sustainability of voluntary and community organisations. The research is based on 
a number of interviews with organisations in receipt of gap/interim funding. The 
interviews sought to elicit information on the impact of gap/interim funding in 
relation to staff losses and staff retention issues, financial management, eligibility 
criteria, the role of network organisations and the identification of mechanisms to 
address information gaps. At the stage the research was carried out, many of the 
groups interviewed had been on minimal levels of funding for almost two years. 
This gap turned out to be longer than anyone had anticipated and had a 
pervasive impact on the voluntary and community sector. 
 
The cumulative effects of repeated delays in initiating the Peace II programme 
and the subsequent short-term nature of the gap/interim funds have had many 
detrimental effects on voluntary and community sector organisations. The impact 
has been in a number of areas including the demotivation and high turn-over of 
staff; loss of expertise, experience and knowledge; loss of impetus of the project; 
deviation from the purpose of the project; and organisations feeling insecure, 
undermined and undervalued. 
 
The threat of job losses and the problems associated with staff retention has been 
a constant problem for the voluntary and community sector throughout the 
gap/interim funding period. Such problems are put into context by the comments 
of one organisation: 

 
“We lost two staff members with seven years’ experience in the 
space of three months as a result of the uncertainties surrounding 
gap funding.” 
 

One of the most tangible effects of the gap/interim funding crisis has been the 
financial uncertainties and difficulties that organisations have had to endure since 
June 2000. Organisations have been increasingly using reserves to cover project 
and running costs or have been going into debt. This will have very serious 
consequences for the long-term sustainability of organisations that are 
unsuccessful in their Peace II applications. 
 
Many organisations have also an increased expectation of securing money from 
Peace II because they receive gap/interim funding. This could cause potential 
problems within the sector when decisions have been made on Peace II 
applications. It also become clear that if groups had been aware that the gap 
funding period was going to last more than a year, they would have looked at 
different strategies to draw down other sources of funding. The resultant reliance 
on securing Peace II would not have been so great 
 
For many organisations, the gap/interim funding period has been characterised 
not only by job losses, but the loss of opportunity for planning and committing to 
long-term projects. The impact of the gap interim funding was succinctly 
summarised by one organisation: 
 

“Any new developments have been put on hold and any gains 
made under Peace I have been lost and the first year of Peace II, if 
we are successful, we will be trying to regain that impetus.”  

 
Organisations which work directly with communities expressed the view that 
there was a continuing expectation from users of their services that projects and 
services would continue and that there was little appreciation or understanding of 
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the problems associated with European funding. Some organisations have been 
unable to sustain normal levels of activity and have become disconnected from 
their local communities in some instances and, therefore, community 
development work has suffered and lost its focus in many areas. 
 
Another factor that has impacted on the development of organisations is the shift 
in focus of management committees to the gap/interim funding crisis. 
Consequently, the development of some organisations has suffered as any 
strategic element to the work of the committee has been overshadowed by gap. 
One organisation commented: 
 

“Gap has changed the pace and feeling in the committee from one 
of development and planning to a sense of crisis management.” 
 

Network organisations have also been affected by gap/interim funding. Their 
inability to deliver clear, concise information and provide pertinent advice to 
groups has had an obvious effect on the sector’s ability to react and plan 
effectively during the gap process. A situation has now arisen where organisations 
not normally expected to provide network type provision have found they are 
fulfilling the roles normally associated with network organisations. 
  
Organisations also made a number of suggestions on how the process could have 
been improved. These include better information dissemination that may have 
alleviated the dichotomy between government and the sector on the perceived 
outcome of organisations being awarded gap/interim funding. 
 
In summary, this research study has sought to articulate the issues that 
organisations in the voluntary and community sector have experienced during the 
last two years of gap/interim funding. In doing so, it is evident that the problems 
the sector is facing are not purely economic ones, but are much more deeply 
rooted in the development and future sustainability of organisations. 
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1.         Introduction and background to gap/interim funding 
  
The impact of new sources of European Union funding on the voluntary and 
community sector in Northern Ireland over the past two decades has been 
profound. It is estimated that the proportion of funding in the sector derived from 
EU sources reached a peak of 16% between 1998 and 2000, compared with 3% 
prior to 1988 (Lennon, 2000). The nature of the sector has also changed during 
this period, with a pronounced growth in the number of groups concerned with 
economic and community development compared to social care. A recent survey 
(ibid, 2000) indicates that these groups rely most heavily on EU funding, 
receiving 32% of their income from these sources against the sector average of 
16%. Given this context it is not surprising that the announcement of a delay in 
the rollout of Peace II funding at the beginning of 2000 caused widespread 
dismay within the voluntary and community sector. The negative impacts this gap 
between funding programmes had on the sector and the communities it serves 
were very real to many as this was not the first time the situation had occurred. 
  
The NICVA European Unit held a series of consultations to input the views of the 
sector into discussions around the third round of European funding. During these 
consultations several references were made to the ‘almost fatal’ impact of the gap 
in EU funding between 1993-1994, for many groups in the sector (NICVA, 1998, 
p35), and there were calls to ensure that the departments put in place interim 
funding arrangements if negotiations were delayed in future funding programmes. 
Unfortunately, despite these warnings, this was exactly what happened at the end 
of the Peace I funding programme 1. On 15 November 1999 the Department of 
Finance and Personnel submitted the Northern Ireland Structural Funds Plan for 
the period 2000-2006 to the European Commission in Brussels. This was followed 
by a more detailed Operational Programme document for Peace II and 
Transitional Programmes in December.  
  
By February 2000, against a background of stalling political progress in relation to 
the Assembly, it became increasingly obvious that there would be delays in 
agreeing the new funding programmes, although the Department of Finance and 
Personnel was at pains to reassure everyone concerned that there was no 
slippage in the timetable. NICVA, amongst others, raised its concerns directly 
with government about the potential funding gap appearing and highlighted the 
damage that would ensue to the work of the sector resulting “in redundancy and 
loss of programme capability” (EUROFLASH, February 2000). Formal negotiations 
between the Northern Ireland government and European Commission officials did 
not get underway until the end of March 2000. At the same time, a meeting of a 
new Interim Monitoring Committee was called to allow input into the negotiations 
from a range of sectors, including the Assembly parties, government 
departments, district councils, and the various social partners including 
representatives from the voluntary and community sector. On 30 June 2000, 
against a background of increasing delays in negotiations around EU funding and 
rising criticism from the voluntary and community sector, the Executive2 
announced gap funding of £2 million to bridge the gap between the then current 
and next EU programmes. At this stage, it was expected that final agreement on 
all aspects of the Peace II programmes would be in place by early 2001 followed 
by calls for applications. Unfortunately, yet again, this was not to be the case with 
the gap funding period continuing up until the present (April 2002). Given the 
complicated nature of the various stages, announcements and delays around the 

                                                 
1 Peace I funding was scheduled to technically conclude December 1999. Expenditure however, 
carried on to December 2001. 
2  Department for Social Development was charged with the administration of gap funding throughout 
all the relevant government departments. 
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gap funding situation, it is necessary for clarity to illustrate it as a timeline 
indicating the main points of reference. This is shown in Table 1, below, 
incorporating details from the first announcement of gap funding in June 2000 to 
the most recent announcement that the current interim funding3 round would be 
extended until April 2002. 
 
Table 1: Gap/interim funding timeline (2000-2002) 
  
Date  Action Extra 
30 June 2000 The Northern Ireland 

Executive announced 'that 
financial support would be 
made available to bridge the 
gap between current and next 
EU programmes.' 

£2 million  

3 July 2000 Funding would be backdated 
to this time. 

Organisations were eligible 
for funding if they were still 
in receipt of funding on this 
date from Peace I or the NI 
Single Programme. 
However if funding had 
ceased from one of the above 
between 31 December 1999 
and 2 July 2000 and the 
group was still operating the 
same objectives and 
activities, then they could 
apply. 

24 July 2000 Details of gap funding were 
confirmed and issued (gap 
would last until 31 March 
2001). 

Government departments 
identified projects eligible 
under gap funding and began 
to invite applications from 
voluntary/community groups 
whose EU funding was about 
to end. 

11 August 2000 Closing date for applications. Completed applications were 
sent for initial assessment 
against the agreed criteria. 

29/30 August 
2000 

Assessment Committee 
meeting where all applications 
were considered. 

  

20 November 
2000 

Minister Durkan hints that the 
gap money may be increased. 

  

6 December 
2000 

Gap funding increased to £9 
million for 2000/01 financial 
year. 

DHFETE - £3.3 million 
DSD - £3.6 million 
Added to £2 million = £9m 

 12 February 
2001 

 Minister Durkan announces 
that departments were 
authorised to make advances 
to those they judge likely to 
be eligible under the new 
round of Peace II money. 

This announcement marked 
the beginning of interim 
funding.  

                                                 
3  Gap funding refers to the Executive funds distributed to organisations between June 2000 and April 
2001. Interim funding relates to Peace II/BSP monies distributed by departments from April 2001 to 
April 2002. An additional £2 million from the Executive’s Social Inclusion/Community Regeneration 
Fund was released to cover any expenditure incurred relating to unsuccessful Peace II applications. 
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31 March 2001 Gap funding (1 and 2) 
finished. Interim funding 
replaced gap. 

Peace II/BSP funding was 
expected to start. 
  

12 April 2001 Deadline for receipt of 
applications for interim 
funding 

 

16 May 2001 Concerns expressed over 
need of voluntary/community 
groups by the sector.  

Minister Durkan mentions 
this is the reason he 
authorised the advances on 
12 February 2001. 'Almost 
1,000 applications have been 
received and are currently 
being processed with 
decisions expected to be 
announced by departments 
this month.' 

15 June 2001 Peace II complement was 
agreed. 

  

5 October 2001 Interim funding extended until 
31 January 2002.  

The Executive had already 
allocated a total of £9m to 
gap/interim funding. 

11 October 2001 Minister Durkan confirmed 
that a further £5 million would 
be allocated to 700 groups. 

 

31 October 2001 Interim funding should have 
finished. However it was 
extended until 31 January 
2002. 

  

October 2001 – 
January 2002 

A couple of measures were 
opened. 

  

23 January 2002 Not all IFBs are able to make 
decisions on interim funded 
projects before the 31 
January deadline. Therefore 
interim funding was extended 
in some cases. 

  

31 January 2002 Interim funding extended 
again until 30 April 2002. 

Gap finished for some cases 
(Measure 2.3 Social Economy 
and Measure 2.11 Area 
Based Regeneration). 

  
Within this complicated timeline are several key stages and factors which were of 
major significance to groups within the sector and which had, sometimes 
unforeseen, detrimental impacts.  Initially the gap funding period was foreseen as 
lasting only for a period of three months. However, it quickly became apparent 
that Peace II funding would not be ready to roll out within this time so the gap 
period was extended until 31 March 2001. Decisions about gap funding were 
made by officials of the various government departments in conjunction with the 
Intermediary Funding Bodies which had originally dealt with Peace I applications. 
However, this situation led to quite a lot of confusion and concern amongst 
voluntary and community groups as discussed in greater detail later in this 
report. The extension of the initial gap funding period to one year also caused 
confusion and concern amongst groups which felt, or were informed, that they 
had sufficient resources to last for the first three month gap funding period. 
Towards the end of 2000 it became clear that the gap period would again last 
longer than initially envisaged and that there was insufficient funding to deal with 
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demands. In November of 2000 a second announcement increased the total gap 
funding allocation to £9 million. 
  
The second major stage in the gap funding saga began in February 2001 just 
before the first allocation of money was due to finish. Again, there were 
continuing delays in the negotiations and arrangements for Peace II/BSP which 
led the then minister, Mark Durkan, to announce that departments were 
authorised to make advance payments to those groups they judged likely to be 
eligible for Peace II funding and that an additional £2 million ‘safety net’ would be 
provided as additional spending power for the purposes of the new Programmes. 
In his press re lease the Minister, somewhat optimistically, stated: “The approach 
announced today should resolve the problem of gap funding which has been a 
difficult issue for the voluntary and community sectors over the last number of 
months and leave no remaining cause for uncertainty.” Unfortunately, this again 
was not to be the case as interim funding had to be extended to January 2002, 
when the Peace II complement was not agreed until the middle of June. This 
delay was attributable to the tendering and subsequent award of contracts to 
IFBs and the time period between this selection process and the opening of 
measures.   
  
The procedures put in place for administering this interim funding also caused 
confusion and concern within the voluntary and community sector as it became 
clear that it was, in effect, an advance on funding from Peace II and that there 
was no guarantee that all groups would be successful in the full application 
process. Concerns were also expressed that civil servants rather than IFBs were 
making decisions on the funding of projects in this interim period, with “the 
ultimate irony being that managing the gap only causes further delays and 
lengthens the period for which gap funding is required” (EUROFLASH, March 
2001, p 3). Whatever the cause, and despite the fact that several Measures 
opened up for application around Christmas 2001, this is what happened with a 
final extension of interim funding until April 2002.  
  
By the end of January 2002 agreement had been reached on membership of all 
26 of the Local Strategy Partnerships and most measures under PEACE II had 
also been opened. A statement by Dr Sean Farren, the new Minister for Finance 
and Personnel, on 23 January 2002 appeared to signal the beginning of the end 
of the gap/interim funding saga between the end of January and the end of April 
for all but two measures (2.3, Social Economy and 2.11, Area Based 
Regeneration) where the arrangements would end as soon as possible after April 
2002. By that stage many groups had been on minimal levels of funding for 
almost two years having survived the twists and turns of the many stages and 
hurdles described by the foregoing timeline. This ‘gap’ turned out to be far longer 
than anyone had anticipated and had a much greater impact on the sector than 
anyone predicted. 
  
2.         Previous research in EU funding 
  
This outline of the series of events that occurred during the gap/interim funding 
period is essential for putting into context the research into the impact of 
gap/interim funding on groups in the sector. There are also several pieces of 
research and background information that shed light on some of the major issues 
and trends affecting the voluntary and community sector during this particular 
period of its history. Key amongst these documents is the survey conducted by 
NICVA’s European Unit in June/July 2000 around the time that the first 
announcement of gap funding was made (NICVA, September 2000). Over 1,000 
voluntary and community organisations were surveyed, including NICVA’s 
members and others from the SectorNet database, to try and establish the 
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potential impact of the funding gap. At that stage there was no inkling that the 
gap funding period would last as long as it did, but it was felt worthwhile to try 
and document the likely impacts on the ground. Over 400 groups responded to 
the initial approach (33.2% sample) with more than two-thirds being in receipt of 
some European funding. Although the major cut-off date for the previous round of 
Peace I funding was December 2000, more than 13% of groups had run out of 
funding during the first six months of that year.  One fifth (19.9%) of the projects 
surveyed indicated that they had closed down or would have to in the near 
future. Nearly half of these projects expected to find an alternative source of 
funding but, at the time of the survey, only 13.5% had secured such funding and 
only 6% of these at the same level as previously.  
  
The survey results further indicated that around 350 jobs would be lost as a 
result of the funding gap either as a result of total project closure (estimated 229 
full-time jobs) or a reduction in services (estimated 113 full-time jobs). The 
knock on effect on the beneficiaries of the services provided by these groups was 
also examined but, given the nature of the work carried out under the Peace II 
programme, it was difficult to quantify the impact. Nevertheless, although several 
specific instances of numbers affected were provided, most groups expressed 
concern that a gap in service provision would detrimentally affect a whole target 
group (eg young people) or a community within a specific geographic area. These 
results indicate that, even at this early stage in the gap funding situation, 
voluntary and community groups were predicting a significant impact as a result 
of the delay between funding programmes purely at the level of project closures, 
reduction in services, and job losses. 
  
As was outlined earlier, the contribution and importance of EU funding to the 
voluntary and community sector have increased greatly since the 1980s. The 
study by Lennon showed that this went beyond purely funding existing groups to 
a situation where “there would seem to be a very clear cause and effect linkage 
between the growth of the sector and EU funding’’ (ibid, p 50). This is explained 
by the recent growth in the number of small scale community groups operating at 
a district level or lower, with 55% of them stating that they relied on EU funding 
as their main source of funding. The study indicated that the availability of EU 
funding has helped facilitate the establishment of many small groups largely 
dependent on this source of revenue. The author concludes that as a result of this 
set of circumstances, “A reduction in EU aid could have serious implications for 
many individual groups, particularly small ones heavily dependant upon it, but 
the effect on the sector as a whole would be less. Nevertheless, as 54% said their 
activities had increased ‘to a high degree’ as a result of EU funding, the impact of 
any reduction in that funding would be widespread.” (p51-52) 
  
Thus, it can be seen that developments within the voluntary and community 
sector over the past two decades have led to a situation where a substantial 
number of groups, particularly small community development organisations, have 
grown to be largely or wholly dependent on the availability of EU funding. The 
formation of many of these groups can in fact be traced to the introduction of 
large scale EU funding programmes in Northern Ireland and the opportunities it 
afforded to address issues affecting communities. And, of course, the nature of 
many small community development groups is that they operate on very tight 
budgets, have few staff, and rely on the input of volunteers in the management 
and running of their services. Given that this is currently the changed nature of 
the sector, it exists on a very precarious foundation whenever one of its main 
pillars, EU funding, is threatened in any way. This then was the set of 
circumstances and conditions in place in the voluntary and community sector 
when the gap in EU funding loomed into view at the beginning of the year 2000.  
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 3.         Methodology  
  
The research into gap/interim funding is structured around a three-tier approach. 
In the first instance quantitative information was gathered from the Department 
for Finance and Personnel in relation to basic statistics and publicity material on 
gap/interim funding (see Appendix 2). This provided a contextual overview within 
which the problems experienced by organisations can be related to. 
  
The second tier of this methodology focused on networks and their role in 
supporting organisations during the gap/interim funding period. The means of 
disseminating information and support for groups completing applications and, 
perhaps most importantly, the impact of gap/interim funding on the networks’ 
own capacity to deliver such support services were examined and reported upon. 
This took the form of telephone interviews in the first instance followed by more 
in-depth face to face interviews with key networks. Networks were also asked to 
identify groups in their membership which had experienced difficulties during the 
gap/interim funding period and in particular the number and range of 
organisations which ceased to function as a consequence of the problems 
associated with gap/interim funding. 
  
This snowball sampling technique (overlaid with economic variables to generate a 
representative sample of the sector) was employed to draw up a list of groups 
which have experienced difficulties during the gap/interim funding period. Like 
the second tier of this methodology, the third tier used semi-structured interviews 
(see Appendix 1) to gather information on how the eligibility criteria affected 
groups’ ability to apply for funding, and any problems with retaining staff and 
general experiences and problems encountered.  
 
Interviews were conducted throughout March 2002 and a total of fifteen 
organisations were interviewed. The organisations interviewed represented a 
cross section of the sector and, as will be demonstrated in the findings section, a 
high level of consensus was reached on a number of issues. 
  
4.         Research objectives 
  
•        To assess the impact of the recent period of gap/interim funding on the short, 

medium and long-term sustainability of voluntary and community 
organisations and their ability to maintain delivery of services. 

•        To assess how the implementation of the eligibility criteria for gap/interim 
funding impacted on the sustainability of groups. 

•        To assess the impact of the recent funding difficulties on staff retention within 
these organisations. 

•        To identify organisations which have ceased to function for a short-term 
period or indefinitely and identify those organisations which have identified 
resources to re-form.  

•       To identify the role of network and support organisations in assisting 
organisations to continue to deliver services during the recent period of 
funding difficulties. 

•        To identify any mechanisms and procedures that could be implemented to 
address information gaps in this area. 
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5.         Findings 
  
The commitment by the Northern Ireland Executive to provide gap/interim 
funding during the period of transition from Peace I to Peace II is of course 
welcomed across the sector. Without such a commitment the effects of the 
closure of Peace I programmes in 1999, without any interim funding, would have 
been considerable. For that reason the actions of the Executive have to be 
applauded as there was no statutory obligation on their part to provide this 
money. However, there must also be recognition of the fact that the gap/interim 
funding period for both government and the sector has been a difficult and a less 
than perfect exercise. This report does not aim to assign responsibility for the 
inadequacies and problems associated with the gap/interim period, it merely 
attempts to articulate the issues and concerns the voluntary and community 
sector has faced during the last two years of uncertainty. It is, nevertheless, vital 
that this report places those issues and concerns within the overall context of the 
gap/interim funding arrangements and procedures. 
  
The cumulative effects of continuing delays and the subsequent short-term nature 
of the gap/interim funds have had many detrimental effects on voluntary and 
community sector organisations. Such detrimental effects can be summarised 
under the following areas: 
  
•        demotivation of staff; 
•        high turnover of staff; 
•        loss of expertise, experience and knowledge; 
•        loss of impetus of the project; 
•        deviation from the purpose of the project; 
•        organisations feeling insecure, undermined and undervalued. 
  
From an accountancy perspective, gap/interim funding arrangements have 
created the impression that a project has been maintained, but in reality the 
staff, activities and experience of the organisation have been lost or are 
threatened.  
  
This research posed a number of far reaching questions into the effects of 
gap/interim funding and this section attempts to meet the objectives of the study 
by drawing directly upon the comments and experiences of the interviewees.  
  
5.1      Job losses and staff retention 
  
As will always be the case, job losses are the headline grabber and throughout 
the lifetime of gap/interim funding the potential or actual loss of jobs has, 
understandably, been uppermost in the minds of people emp loyed in the 
voluntary and community sector. Estimates have been made as to the extent the 
sector would suffer in relation to job losses but it is not the intention of this study 
to prove or disprove those estimates. They nevertheless demonstrate most 
graphically and in the most basic terms, the impact the protracted gap/interim 
funding period has had on the voluntary and community sector.  
  
Based solely on the findings of this study, it was found that a total of 33 jobs 
were either at risk if or lost since April 2001 (Peace II funding was not secured). 
Breaking this figure down, the interviews with 15 organisations found that 20 jobs 
could be potentially lost whilst 13 have already been lost. This equates to just 
over two jobs per organisation. If this pattern was replicated across the sector, 
based the 701 organisations in receipt of gap/interim funding (see Appendix 2), it 
could be estimated that between 1,300 and 1,500 jobs are under threat.  
However, what must also be taken into consideration is the fact that the number 
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of potential job losses in the sector, as a result of gap/interim funding, may not 
be as acute as anticipated as some projects will be successfully funded under 
Peace II/BSP. 
 
It is well understood that gap has had greatest impact on the smaller 
organisations in the sector, which is understandable when the economies of scale 
within organisations are considered. If an organisation is dependent on EU 
funding for a single post, then the organisation will be forced to close, or revert to 
purely voluntary status, if unsuccessful in its Peace II application. Collation of this 
type of data was beyond the remit of this study, but it is very clear from the 
responses made during the interview process that this particular consequence of 
gap/interim funding is pervasive and extremely serious for the sector.  
  

“A youth project has closed down as their worker left for another 
job because of insecurity.”  

  
“…we lost two staff members with seven years’ experience in the 
space of three months as a result of the uncertainties surrounding 
gap funding.”  

  
“Our Development Officer is the only one left out of the original 
three as the others have moved on to other jobs. She is also 
working at a reduced salary level as her contract is on a temporary 
basis and is worried about reapplying for her job as well.”  

  
“In particular, the Resource Centre Empowerment Programme 
which did not receive gap funding and had to let go the Co-
ordinator, is now operating as a voluntary management group and 
hoping to get Peace II funding. The project worked with 10-12 
different voluntary and community groups in local villages 
developing and supporting their activities. They were extremely 
useful at passing on people with disabilities to work with 
[Development Worker]. Those groups no longer have any support 
from this project and all the work is being undertaken by one 
voluntary person.”  

  
“Gap funding for [Development Officer] covers salary and rent but 
means that there is absolutely no ability to plan ahead or do 
development work, for example, reprinting the local disability 
directory which is completely out of date. There are no other staff 
around any more to keep the Centre open when I am away as 
there is no administrative support.”  

  
However, this is only half the picture as the loss of jobs in voluntary and 
community sector organisations is made all the worse due to the loss of specialist 
expertise that takes a long time to replace. There has also been a high turnover 
of staff in organisations as a result of uncertainties and lack of clarity about the 
future. The problem is compounded by the fact that organisations are unsure as 
to whether or not to re-advertise posts or change the focus of their work in the 
interim until such times as Peace II funds were to become available.  
  
A direct consequence of this uncertainty concerning job security or the 
sustainability of a project is staff morale and motivation which have been very 
low amongst staff and projects. Again, these fears and concerns have been 
clearly articulated by the respondents to this research. 
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“The stress and pressure of justifying your own existence every 
couple of months is very difficult, combined with the very tight 
spending over the past year which affects every tiny decision as to 
whether to put on the heat or not in the building.”  

  
“The centre also felt that it was extremely unfair and bad practice 
to maintain staff on monthly contracts with the continuing fear that 
they would be out of a job. The staff concerned did not really 
understand the issues around EU funding in any case and just 
wanted some sort of security.”  

  
“I have established a community support forum to provide support 
for Peace II applications, but it has become a support group for 
workers badly hit by the gap crisis.”  

  
“There are huge stresses on staff on the ground — undervalued, 
having to justify their position/work on a monthly or three-monthly 
basis, even unable to plan for activities in their own lives. I know of 
a large number of community workers leaving the field as they are 
disillusioned completely with the sector and its treatment.”  

  
5.2      Financial management 
  
One of the most tangible effects of the gap/interim funding crisis has been the 
financial uncertainties and difficulties organisations have had to endure since June 
2000. Without exception, all the organisations interviewed during this research 
articulated the stress they have been placed under because of the nature of the 
funding provided and delays in the administration of these funds. This particular 
situation is perhaps best exemplified by a West Belfast community group, which 
was a recipient of gap/interim funding from the very beginning of the process. 
However the experiences cited by the West Belfast community group have not 
been the preserve of a few organisations but indeed the majority.  
  
This organisation had six capacity building posts funded under Peace I providing 
training in West Belfast. As is the norm, all the posts have salary increments built 
into the original application and during the gap funding period the organisation 
had to make up the shortfall in salaries due to the increments. The organisation 
received initial payments of 80% of the total application in gap I and a 
subsequent 80% of the original application to gap during the gap II period. The 
organisation understood that it had to show records of expenditure for the gap I 
period in order to draw down the remaining 20%. However the organisation 
experienced some confusion and difficulties when it came to drawing down the 
final 20% of gap funding as the organisation was asked to show expenditure 
records for gap II, but not the initial 20% from gap I.  
  
In January 2002, the overall financial impact began to tell on the organisation as 
they were subsidising project running costs from other funding sources and the 
organisation’s reserves. This caused concern and a considerable degree of stress 
within the organisation as they were unsure how other funders would react to 
spending their funds for activities not covered in the original grant.  
  
Throughout the period of gap this organisation in West Belfast has had to 
continually cut project costs as only salary costs and minimal running costs were 
being covered. This has had serious repercussions for the organisation both in its 
financial stability and long- term development, and also in terms of the ability of 
the organisation to carry out its activities. 
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In an attempt to cover salary costs each month the current situation, whereby 
gap/interim payments are being paid in arrears until such times as Peace II 
applications are accepted, has created a deficit of £11,000 in the organisation’s 
accounts. Again, this has exacerbated the problem of using funds from other 
sources to cover the deficit until such times as gap payments are made.  
  
This particular problem is experienced across the majority of respondents where 
organisations are increasingly using reserves to cover project and running costs 
or have been going into debt. The problem is intensified by the fact that 
organisations cannot use European money to pay off overdrafts or bank charges. 
Organisations are also finding banks less than understanding towards the 
situation and are facing increased bank charges as their accounts fall into the red 
each month as they wait for gap/interim payments. 
  

“We experienced problems, as the organisation was assured at the 
beginning of the gap period it would last three months and 
therefore we only put in salary costs and minimal running costs. 
Under gap II the organisation only got 4/5 of what it received in 
the first round of gap — this had serious financial implications for 
us as the funding only covered salaries and not project costs. As 
European money can’t be used to pay off overdrafts, we went into 
debt and we are currently using funds from our reserves to cover 
the shortfall.”  

  
In attempting to cover the shortfall between the funds distributed under 
gap/interim funding, organisations have used a variety of different ways to 
ensure their projects are maintained. One such example of this was highlighted 
by an organisation in Omagh. 
  

“We have borrowed money off another community group in the 
area to survive which needs to be repaid soon and we cannot get 
bank loans as they need a letter of offer to prove funding will be 
available as guarantee. We found that there is no real information 
on key issues like this from departments or other funders.”  

  
In the case of the West Belfast community group mentioned above, when this 
problem was brought to the attention of a government official, it was suggested 
the organisation could approach a bank and borrow the money which is neither a 
practical nor satisfactory solution to what is a serious problem affecting the long-
term sustainability of organisations.   
  
Such short-termist policies and accounting procedures have led to the creation of 
a number of very serious problems for groups attempting to keep fluid over such 
an extended period. In particular, those groups not successful in their Peace 
II/BSP applications, the depletion of reserves may cause irreparable damage to a 
group’s future development and financial stability. Allied to this, there is a sense 
of confusion and a general lack of appreciation as to why only the bare minimum 
was paid out to cover salaries and running costs and not project costs.  
  
Finally, groups reported they are experiencing greater demands in terms of 
financial returns compared to the requirements under Peace I. This has been 
made all the more difficult with the confusion and inconsistencies surrounding 
details relating to gap/interim accounting procedures and estimates about the 
length of the gap funding period. This is perhaps best summed up in a quotation 
from an organisation operating in the north-west. 
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“There are also additional pressures from the auditing/accounting 
procedures employed as departments are asking for every piece of 
paper no matter how relevant in order to cover themselves as it is 
their money they are trying to reclaim from Peace II. This adds an 
additional layer of bureaucracy and hassle to an already trying 
situation — when there are so few resources already, to be 
spending time producing more paperwork for departments seems 
counterproductive.”  

  
5.3      Current and future development 
  

“…during the gap crisis the organisation has taken its eye off the 
ball because we are filling in applications instead of providing 
services.”  

  
As a direct consequence of the lack of any perceived strategic element to the 
distribution of gap funding and the financial problems encountered by 
organisations, there have been obvious implications for the current and future 
development of organisations. All groups expressed concern that they are 
treading water due to the extended nature of the gap/interim period and the 
uncertainty concerning the implementation of Peace II. For instance, a youth 
organisation felt that the limitations of gap funding have undermined the work 
they are doing with young people.  
  

“Any new developments have been put on hold and any gains 
made under Peace I have been lost and the first year of Peace II, if 
we are successful, we will be trying to regain that impetus.”  

  
Organisations have found that due to the uncertainty surrounding the length of 
the gap period they were unable to plan strategically and investigate other 
sources of funding as they were initially lead to believe it would only last three 
months. Even after the first period of gap was extended there was still no 
impression given as to how long it would continue.  
  

“… value for money not seen now but will be when projects are no 
longer there.”  

  
A commonly held belief across all respondents and perhaps expressed best by a 
South Belfast development organisation is the lack of an exit strategy developed 
by government or at a local level. The uncertainty over the length of gap and the 
Peace II Programme Complements has meant that organisations have been 
unable to plan their next move.  For many the gap funding period has been 
characterised not only by job losses, but the loss of opportunity for planning and 
committing to long-term projects. If groups had been aware that the gap funding 
period was going to last more than a year, they would have looked at different 
strategies to draw down other sources of funding and the consequent reliance on 
securing Peace II would not have been so great. 
 

“Community development hasn’t happened over the last year. It 
has not been possible to plan and to commit to long-term projects 
as the gap payments to the organisation weren’t confirmed until 
the last minute.”  

  
These problems, associated with the inability of organisations to plan strategically 
for the future development of projects and also their inability to provide services 
on the ground to previous levels, have created difficulties not only within 
organisations, but throughout the communities they serve.  Those organisations 
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which work directly with communities expressed the view that there was a 
continuing expectation from users of their services that projects and services 
would continue and there was little appreciation or understanding of the problems 
associated with European funding. Some organisations have been unable to 
sustain normal levels of activity and have become disconnected from local 
communities and, therefore community development work has suffered and lost 
its focus in many areas. One particular organisation operating in Carrickfergus 
certainly articulated this point. Due to its funding uncertainties the organisation 
has lost direction not only internally but in terms of their members and the wider 
community. A community network operating in North Down was also clear that 
the gap funding crisis has had a detrimental effect on community development in 
an area where there is already a very poor community infrastructure in place. 
Generally, as several groups stated, there is no real awareness of the amount of 
goodwill and informality required to work on the ground with groups and 
individuals and there appears to have been no understanding of community 
development and community relations approaches. 
  

[Peace I funding] “raised expectations of the community in relation 
to services and facilities and now there is major disappointment 
and disillusionment about funders and the centre. People are tired 
of being told about the end of funding and trying to explain the 
whole European mess”.  

  
“The situation is particularly difficult in North Down where there is 
very little community development infrastructure for support. It 
has had a detrimental effect on the community as their 
expectations have been raised and then dashed. This will have a 
long-term impact on faith in community development in the area.”  

  
In providing salary costs with very limited running costs and no project costs, 
organisations felt this demonstrated an apparent undermining and lack of respect 
of the values and work of the sector.  
  

“The treatment of groups and the sector in general as a result of 
gap funding is very demoralising as we feel there is no regard or 
value placed on the work of the sector.”   

  
In general the inconsistencies in how organisations were treated by departments 
also led to comments about organisations feeling undervalued and having to 
justify every little detail and aspect of project work.  
 
5.4      Management committees 
  
Another less obvious but extremely important area to the development and 
stability of organisations is the impact on management committees. These 
committees are now involved almost exclusively in dealing with financial and 
staffing issues to the detriment of future developments: 
  

“Gap has changed the pace and feeling in the committee from one 
of development and planning to a sense of crisis management.”  

  
There are signs that this vital source of volunteers is leaving committees due to 
the amounts of money involved and liabilities they could potentially incur. They 
are also becoming disillusioned as they are no longer performing their more 
traditional task of looking at long-term development and planning, which has 
obvious implications for the development of organisations and the ability to 
address the needs in their area. 
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“Voluntary committees are taking over and using all their resources 
keeping things ticking over as best they can — so there’s quite a 
knock on effect on volunteers who are expected to carry the can for 
gap funding crisis. Long-term impact for them is not very good as it 
is very easy to become dispirited”  

  
“Volunteer involvement has been an area which has changed 
considerably during the gap period. There has been a high level of 
turnover in the management executive. Management executive 
meetings are now dominated with the gap debate and the signing 
of protected contracts for the staff under risk — this is carried out 
on a monthly basis. The executive are extremely concerned about 
the legal risk they are undertaking in terms of signing these notices 
as well as the financial repercussions for the organisation.”  

  
With the focus of management committees being entirely centred upon the 
gap/interim funding crisis, the development of the organisation suffers as any 
strategic element to the work of the committee is overshadowed by gap. 

  
5.5      Eligibility 
  
There is a perceived 'penalisation' of organisations/projects which had maintained 
funding or secured alternative funding beyond the first gap application (June 
2000) and which were then ineligible for further extensions. Some of these have 
subsequently folded or are surviving on a shoe-string whilst waiting for new 
funding applications to be considered. Other groups with new projects are 
concerned that their application may receive lower priority than those already in 
the system.  
  
This perceived ‘penalisation’ may not necessarily be an actual reality, but it 
nevertheless has contributed greatly to the feelings of anxiety and insecurity 
within groups. Despite assurances from the Department of Finance and Personnel 
and the Special European Union Programmes Body that no priority is given to or 
against projects currently in receipt of gap/interim funding, the perception still 
exists amongst the majority of respondents. 
  
Organisations which were funded under Peace I, but whose funding ran out 
before gap was introduced, have faced a number of problems concerning 
eligibility for gap. One such example was articulated by a North Belfast 
community development organisation. 
  

“Funding for a youth scheme and playgroup ran out in March 2000 
so gap funding was not made available until June of that year. 
However, the organisation managed to get temporary funding to 
keep the project running. Gap funding application was only for 
salaries as the project could access the resources of existing 
summer schemes to cover project costs. Both projects were funded 
by Belfast European Partnership Board, but there was a substantial 
delay in attempting to ascertain the outcome of the application as it 
had been passed to various departments. The organisation 
eventually found out that it had been passed to DENI who said they 
couldn’t fund it.”  

  
“…After several weeks we were again told that our project couldn’t 
be funded, but that we could appeal. The appeal included lots of 
letters of support from cross-community projects, but again we 
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were not successful. We have serious questions about the process 
followed in assessing our application — sometimes we think that 
our application may have been lost between departments and 
arrived too late at the appropriate desk to be considered.” 

  
“There seems to be no rationale for decision-making around gap 
funding and the usual high profile groups seem to be getting it. At 
one stage we were told by Government officials that ‘youth work is 
not peace work’ and we couldn’t understand why this is the case 
given the difficult area we are working in. We also feel that there 
was never any audit, or estimate of risk, of the potential outcomes 
for groups if Peace II was delayed.”  

  
“The application was then passed to OFM/DFM who sent a 
representative to speak with us and discuss the case. After several 
weeks we were told that the project couldn’t be funded, but we 
could appeal.”  

  
“…there is no real explanation for the funding refusal and given 
that it was civil servants making decisions rather than the 
structures set up under Peace I it was a cause for concern.”  

  
Fortunately, this organisation managed to secure very short-term funding to keep 
both projects running combined with their own limited resources, but it was very 
much last minute and the project was under threat of ceasing entirely on a 
number of occasions.  
  
This is just one case where an organisation perceived itself to be penalised for 
having secured funds prior to the beginning of gap funding only to find they were 
refused on the grounds of having adequate funds to maintain the project. 
However, the lack of clarity surrounding the length of the gap meant that groups 
may have only secured funding for a very limited period. 
  
Another example of a fortuitous set of events was expressed by a network 
organisation operating in Lurgan. 
  

“…we had three European funded posts with each contract expiring 
December 1999. The contracts finished before gap was 
implemented and if it wasn’t for good fortune that the local district 
partnership funded us for the interim between the end of Peace I 
and the start of gap then those jobs would have been lost.”  

  
The same confusion and frustrations about the transparency of the decision 
making process experienced by the North Belfast community development 
organisation were also expressed by a regional organisation concerned with 
employment.  
  

“The [Chairperson] had concerns that civil servants didn’t 
understand the issue of disability at all and didn’t have any idea 
what the project was trying to do and that this went against them 
when they were refused gap funding.”  

  
It should, however, be noted that IFBs were involved in the decision-making and 
application process for the first phase of gap funding. What is perhaps ironic is 
the fact that groups which were denied gap/interim funding, for whatever reason, 
now find themselves in an advantageous position, where they have been spared 
the bureaucracy and the uncertainty associated with gap. 
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“Many [groups] feel that if they can survive without Peace II 
funding they would be much better off — many have been turned 
off EU funding in general and feel that the long-term funding 
prospects for the sector are poor given the manner in which gap 
funding was administered.”  

  
5.6      Sustainability 
  
When attempting to assess the impact of gap/interim funding on the short, 
medium and long-term sustainability of voluntary and community organisations 
and their ability to maintain delivery of services, a number of issues need 
clarification. First, sustainability in this case is not just an economic consideration, 
but one which ultimately encompasses the future development of an organisation 
and its ability to perform its primary activities. Second, with each ensuing delay, 
extension and change in the administration of gap/interim funding, the problems 
encountered by organisations have progressively got worse leading to a 
snowballing of the problems. It is, therefore, vital that the gap/interim funding 
period is viewed in its entirety when looking at the effects on the sustainability of 
groups, as looking at a single decision, stage or process in isolation is neither 
meaningful nor indicative of the cumulative problems experienced by groups.  
  
The gap was a result of the protracted and complex negotiations that took place 
between government and the European Commission in attempting to reach 
agreement on the funding programmes. Funding to bridge this gap in its first 
incarnation was intended to last only three months and government didn’t foresee 
the gap becoming so protracted. Given this assumption, organisations were asked 
to submit applications covering their minimum requirements in order to keep 
projects running. However, as each new delay was announced in agreeing 
Programme Complements and securing IFB contracts, organisations continued to 
receive the minimum required level of income to sustain projects. This minimum 
requirement covered salary costs and the most essential running costs, but not 
project costs. If, as was predicted by government departments at the time, the 
gap would only last three months, the problems uncovered by this research would 
have surely been less profound.  
  
In the short term groups did not report any severe difficulties as most had 
sufficient reserves to cover any shortfalls in the early days of gap and were in any 
case used to surviving in an environment of insecure funding. Believing the gap 
period of funding to be a short-term measure, as the several assurances from 
government departments indicated, meant that organisations did not plan or 
investigate other avenues of funding. This was a fair and justified assumption on 
the part of the sector as it was not necessarily privy to all the internal 
machinations of government and European procedures in drawing up Programme 
Compliments and assigning IFBs.  
  
However, as the gap funding period evolved into interim funding, the problems 
organisations faced due to the nature of the funding they received became more 
pronounced. Obviously, projects with high project costs such as training began to 
suffer immediately, as gap/interim funding only covered the absolute minimum 
requirements to sustain a project. Clearly, such financial tensions within 
organisations cannot last indefinitely without some resulting damage to the future 
financial stability and development of an organisation. This has reinforced the 
perception within the sector that the project on paper has been maintained, but 
in reality the consequences of the situation have meant staff, expertise and 
experience have all been lost.   
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Organisations now find themselves being paid monthly in arrears, where 
expenditure has been estimated by government departments. In some cases, this 
has caused serious shortfalls between the actual expenditure incurred and the 
interim payments made by government departments. Organisations are 
continuing to use reserves (where they still exist) as well as other funds from 
other projects.   
  
Another consequence for organisations in receipt of interim funding is that they 
are tied into a system in which they are compelled to remain. They are unable to 
access other sources of funding because they have committed themselves to 
applying to Peace II/BSP or risk repaying the funds they have already received.  
 
To this end, and based on the examples used throughout this report, it must  
be recognised that the sector, despite the funding crisis, exhibited a great deal of 
resilience and fortitude in terms of finding alternative sources of interim funding. 
Nevertheless, the sustainability of organisations in the future has been severely 
threatened, in particular considering many of the examples given in Section 5.2.  
  
Perhaps the most startling effect of the impact of the uncertainty surrounding gap 
funding was expressed by the group operating in the Lurgan area. The 
uncertainty about funding the future sustainability of the organisation created a 
situation where confidence in the organisation’s future was undermined. For 
example, the local Health and Social Services Trust had over a number of years 
preceding the gap period given the organisation on average £17,500 per annum. 
This amount has fallen to £3,000 as the Trust is unsure about the future 
sustainability of the organisation.  
  
Without exception, all respondents commented that if their organisations had 
known that gap/interim funding would have run for this length of time, things 
would have been different in strategic and planning terms. 
  
5.7      Network organisations 
  
Network organisations have a key role in ensuring that information relating to 
funding opportunities and policy changes is disseminated throughout the sector. 
This is particularly vital for smaller organisations which have neither the 
resources nor the time to keep abreast of every change in policy and funding 
programme. Networks, like every other organisation in the sector, which were in 
receipt of Peace I funding, have experienced difficulties during the gap/interim 
funding period. In many cases their ability to provide information services to 
smaller, less developed groups was seriously curtailed by staff losses and a 
decrease in capacity. Such problems experienced by organisations are highlighted 
below. 
  

“We currently have insufficient staff to run projects and fully make 
use of resources. I am working a fifty hour week as many small 
groups in a similar funding situation are relying on me for 
assistance and support. We have sub-let part of our premises to 
the local tech as space is not being used (eg PC room) as there are 
no staff to supervise and we need the income to keep running. We 
are unable to provide/maintain our usual service to groups.”  

  
“The Network is unable to provide or maintain our usual service to 
groups. We’ve survived on small grants (NLCB and NIVT) and own 
resources to date while awaiting the outcome of Peace II 
application. The success of the Network has generated huge 
interest and demand for services which cannot be met through gap 
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funding, so it is having a detrimental effect on the development of 
local infrastructure.”  

  
“Networks are not able to provide the support and advice to groups 
that they would usually as they are under severe pressure 
themselves. A lot of groups will not apply to Peace II because of 
the problems and difficulties involved.”  

  
The inability to deliver clear, concise information and provide pertinent advice to 
groups has had an obvious effect on the sector’s ability to react and plan 
effectively during what has been a very complicated and drawn out process. A 
situation has now arisen, where organisations not normally expected to provide 
network type provision have found they are fulfilling the roles normally associated 
with networks. 
 
5.8      IFBs’ role in administering gap/information provision  
  
There was a general perception that if the IFBs, which had originally administered 
the Peace I money, had been allowed to administer gap/interim funding, there 
may have been greater appreciation of the needs of groups and the projects they 
were attempting to deliver. In reality, however, this was not the case as the IFBs 
were involved in the decision making and application process for the first phases 
of gap funding. However, their involvement in the process ceased after 31 March 
2001 as their contracts had expired. It is, nevertheless, clear that many 
organisations in receipt of gap were not aware of this situation and perceived 
themselves to be dealing exclusively with government departments. This is 
highlighted by the youth group in Derry in the following quotation: 
  

“We had built up a very good working relationship with Co-
operation Ireland and Community Relations Council throughout 
Peace I that was lost and there is no real contact with any 
government departments and they have no understanding of work 
we are doing on the ground and no real interest. We were given a 
one sentence outline at application time in order to decide which 
Peace II measure our project fits under.”  
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6.         Conclusions  
  
On 23 January 2002 Dr Sean Farren stated in a press release that: "these [gap] 
arrangements will, I hope, give further certainty to those involved with projects 
needing gap funding and will continue to provide for a smooth transfer between 
the two Peace Programmes." 
  
Unfortunately, based on the experiences of those organisations interviewed 
during this study, the process has been anything but smooth. All the 
organisations’ experiences can be summarised by a sense of confusion around the 
gap/interim funding process.   
  
At the start of the findings section of this report it was made clear that the 
government was under no obligation to provide gap/interim funding to the sector. 
Depending upon how the government’s role in relation to the voluntary and 
community sector is viewed, this could be seen as a valid and justifiable 
statement or, alternatively, one which attempts to deny the situation that 
preceded the need for gap. 
 
Another perspective on the problems preceding the implementation of 
gap/interim funding is that the voluntary and community sector itself should have 
been preparing for the end of Peace I and looking at other alternative sources of 
funding. Peace II was never intended to be a direct extension of Peace I and the 
sector should have been under no illusions as to this difference. However, having 
been accepted into the gap/interim funding programme, projects perceived they 
were likely to be eligible for Peace II/BSP. The expectation, rightly or wrongly, 
was that Peace II would follow on from Peace I in a smooth transition. 
 
These points of contention are perhaps now academic as the situation the sector 
now currently faces is, as has been highlighted throughout this report, a fairly 
dire one. 
  
Throughout the sector the dedication of staff staying on in posts is very evident 
even though they know their jobs are very insecure. Committees now issue 
protected notice for all people funded under gap/interim arrangements, which has 
created a very low level of morale throughout organisations.  
  
All the experiences outlined in this report are the result of a bureaucratic lag 
compounded by the difficulties experienced by government in negotiating with the 
European Commission. As a representative from a community organisation in  
East Belfast stated: 
  

“There should have been a realistic acknowledgement that the gap 
period was going to last longer than it did. Therefore, when 
organisations were asked to make their initial claim for gap 
funding, organisations could have effectively budgeted for a longer 
period which would allow organisations to work out costs 
effectively. There should have been a realistic look at projects and 
their needs and not just the accountancy and financial aspects of 
the project. It was very difficult to look at alternatives for funding 
every three months.”  

  
Regardless of where the delays have emanated from, the overall impact on 
voluntary and community sector organisations is incalculable but perhaps the true 
significance of the gap/interim funding period on the sector is yet to be fully seen. 
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The effects on the short to medium and long-term sustainability of organisations 
in receipt of gap/interim funding has been profound and many fear the situation 
will worsen if further delays persist between the time it takes to draw down the 
Peace II money and the end of gap in April 2002. Since March 2001, interim 
funding has been ‘eating up’ Peace II money and if a group is unsuccessful in its 
application to Peace II, the cost of deferring a negative decision will have been 
substantial.  
  
The problems experienced by organisations during the gap/interim funding period 
have been an unfortunate catalogue of unrealistic and to some extent non-
existent planning, naivety, and a very real information divide between the 
government and the sector’s view towards the main purpose of gap/interim 
funding. What is particularly important to remember is the gap/interim funding 
does not only impact upon an individual member of staff but the project’s ability 
to deliver its objectives.  
  
Finally, an issue that will raise its head over the coming months is the confusion 
surrounding people funded under gap/interim arrangements who will have to 
reapply for their jobs once Peace II monies have been secured. There are 
conflicting messages coming from IFBs at the moment, but it is extremely 
important that this particular area is closely monitored otherwise another, 
potentially more explosive, situation is looming on the horizon. 
  
The following section will present a number of recommendations as to how the 
problems associated with gap/interim funding may have been mitigated and how 
such problems may be avoided in the future. 
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7.         Recommendations  
  

“To improve things the whole process should have been made 
clearer and to reduce the feeling of isolation. A more concrete 
timetable should have been in place to show when gap actually 
finished and Peace II started. If we had known that the situation 
was going to be like this a year later then, of course, alternatives 
would have been sought.”  

  
During this research a number of areas of general consensus have emerged which 
form the basis of the recommendations section of this report. 
  
First, there needs to be greater transparency in the decision making process and 
how funds are allocated and distributed. One of the greatest problems associated 
with the gap/interim funding period has been the dichotomy between the 
government view of what gap/interim funding was intended to do and the 
expectations and perception of what it should have been from within the sector. 
It is very clear there has been a great deal of misunderstanding in the sector with 
regard to the purpose of gap/interim funding and also the function and intent of 
Peace II funding. Therefore, this report recommends that a centralised point for 
the dissemination of all information relating to pertinent issues surrounding 
European funding, which is easily accessible by all, should be introduced.   
  
In hindsight it is easy to say forward planning and proactive rather reactive 
measures may have alleviated many of the problems described within the pages 
of this report. Both government and the voluntary and community sector are 
aware of the problems and inadequacies that surround gap/interim funding. To an 
outsider looking in on the whole process would see an apparent illogical and 
disjointed series of decisions and events. Nevertheless such planning on both 
sides would have negated the necessity for the type of crisis management that 
has exemplified the gap/interim process. However, at the end of the day 
government could have feasibly carried out risk assessments on the transfer 
between Peace I and Peace II and made contingency plans for a less than smooth 
transition. Within the voluntary and community sector the fact that government 
was unable to predict or have any cognisance of the potential impact the delays 
would have is particularly hard to swallow. 

 
“In an attempt to improve upon the situation experienced under 
gap there should have been more information. We found it hard to 
understand why they [government] couldn’t make a reasonable 
judgement when drawing up the gap timetable.”  

  
There is a responsibility on all parties in the funding transaction to develop exit 
strategies and to develop the idea of sustainability, if appropriate, into funding 
programmes. Funders should have some responsibility to educate organisations in 
receipt of funding in the development of exit strategies as much as they have a 
responsibility to educate organisations on how to prepare accounts and financial 
returns. Equally, the voluntary and community sector has a responsibility to 
initiate realistic exit strategies and not continue programmes that have run their 
natural course, as not all projects have an indefinite life span. Such 
understanding and appreciation of sustainability and the consequences of the end 
of funding programmes may have lessened the dependency upon gap/interim 
funding. 
 
There must also be a focussed debate on the additionally of European funds in 
terms of public expenditure. If a project or organisation funded by Europe has 
been providing a vital service in a community there must be an attempt to 
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mainstream such services into public expenditure budgets. This is not just about 
how organisations will survive after the end of Peace II/BSP funding but is looking 
at alternatives to ensure such vital services to the community are not lost. 
  
In relation to the transparency of the entire gap/interim process, the language 
used on application forms and press releases should have been clearer, more 
concise and stated in language that is easily understandable by all. Much of the 
confusion generated throughout this process has been attributable to the very 
short deadlines for applications and the announcements of important 
developments that have left the sector little time to respond. Given the 
complexity of the issue and the very short deadlines involved, it is not surprising 
that many voluntary and community organisations were confused and frustrated 
by the whole process.    
  
If any lessons are to be learnt from this very painful period in the history of the 
voluntary and community sector’s development, it is the appreciation of the need 
now for planning and the development of strategies to anticipate fully the effects 
of the end of Peace II. Equally government and the sector need to co-ordinate 
more effectively in order to address the barriers of language, mutual 
understanding and information dissemination if future problems are to be 
avoided. Hopefully, many of these developments will become reality through such 
initiatives as the Partners for Change strategy and the Taskforce on the future 
funding of the voluntary and community sector.  
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Appendix 1 
  
Interview Schedules 
  
Voluntary and community organisations 
  
Q. Which projects or activities were affected by problems with gap funding? 
  
Q. What was the specific problem in terms of these services/projects and gap 
funding? 
  
Q. Was there any loss of staff/personnel as a result? Did the project end or suffer 
considerable impact as a result of the funding crisis? 
  
Q. Who did you deal with in relation to gap funding applications and how did you 
find the relationship (information, guidance, support, administration, etc)? 
  
Q. What has been the impact of loss of funding on projects/activities and the 
community in general? 
  
Q. Did you receive any assistance/support from other groups, agencies, or 
networks during this time? 
  
Q. What do you think could have been done to prevent the occurrence of these 
problems and/or lessen the impact? 
  
Network organisations 
  
Q. During the gap funding crisis could you outline some, if any, of the types of 
support and advice services you were able to provide to your 
membership/organisations? 
  
Q. Did you receive any assistance/support from government departments/IFBs in 
terms of helping/supporting organisations? 
  
Q. What do you think could have been done to prevent the occurrence of these 
problems and/or lessen the impact? 
  
Q. Was your ability to deliver these services curtailed by your own organisation’s 
problems with drawing down gap funding? 
  
Q. What has been the impact of loss of funding in pro jects/activities for your 
membership – your own organisation? 
  
Q. Were there any organisations within your membership that ceased to exist or 
had to cut back services due to the gap in funding (staff, type of services, 
number of organisations affected)? 
  
Q. Can you provide details of organisations within your remit as a network which 
have suffered/ceased to exist due to the gap in funding? 
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Appendix 2 
  
Gap/interim funding expenditure 
  
Programme for Building Sustainable Prosperity:  
Gap funding 01/04/01-08/03/02 
  
Priority Projects 

approved 
Total 

allocated 
Economic growth -  -  
Employment  44 £5.66m4  
Urban and social revitalisation 19 £0.72m 
Agriculture, rural development, forestry and fisheries 13 £1.19m 
Environment  2 £0.01m 
Total 78 £4.38m 
  
Peace II:  
Gap funding 01/04/01-31/01/02 
  
Priority Projects 

approved 
Total 

allocated 
Economic renewal 86 £2.25m 
Social integration, inclusion and reconciliation 471 £8.57m 
Locally based regeneration and development strategies 49 £1.06m 
Outward and forward looking region 2 £0.08m 
Cross border co-operation 15 £0.45m 
Total 623 £12.42m 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
   
 
 
 
Source: Department for Finance and Personnel, European Division 2002 
 

                                                 
4 Please note, these figures were provided by DFP and any figures presented here are lifted directly  
from DFP literature and have not been validated by the authors. 
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