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Submission to the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Post-

Brexit Funding for Nations, Regions and Local Areas 

 
 
1. Introduction  
 

1.1. This submission has been prepared by Wales Council for Voluntary Action 
(WCVA) following the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Post-Brexit Funding’s 
request for written submissions from stakeholders.  

  
1.2. WCVA is the national membership organisation for the third sector in Wales. 

Our vision is for a future where the third sector and volunteering thrive, 
improving wellbeing for all. Our mission is to be a catalyst for positive change 
by connecting, enabling and influencing.  
 

1.3. WCVA has been involved in the design and implementation of the Structural 
Funds in Wales since 2000, from the development of Objective One 
programme documents, to the delivery of a range of operations through the 
successive programmes such as the Social Risk Fund, Intermediate Labour 
Market and Gateway and the current Active Inclusion Fund.  
 

1.4. WCVA was appointed as an Intermediate Body (IB), under the existing 2014-
2020 programme, in recognition of its ability to effectively manage and 
administer competitive grants on behalf of the Welsh European Funding 
Office (WEFO).  

 
2. Overall budget 

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

Prosperity Fund? 
 

2.1.1. During the referendum campaign, the promise was made that Wales 
will not be a penny worse off post EU membership1. Therefore any 

                                                           
1Welsh Government, Regional funding and decisions must not be stripped from Wales post-Brexit – First 
Minister https://gov.wales/newsroom/firstminister/2017/171214-regional-investment-funding-must-not-be-
stripped-from-wales-post-brexit/?lang=en [accessed September 2018]  

https://gov.wales/newsroom/firstminister/2017/171214-regional-investment-funding-must-not-be-stripped-from-wales-post-brexit/?lang=en
https://gov.wales/newsroom/firstminister/2017/171214-regional-investment-funding-must-not-be-stripped-from-wales-post-brexit/?lang=en
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investment Wales receives through the proposed Shared Prosperity 
Fund, should be reflective of the funding historically allocated to Wales 
through the EU Structural Funds.   
 
Under the 2014-2020 programme period, Wales is set to receive £2billion 
in Structural Funds investment. From this, it’s anticipated the West Wales 
and Valleys (WWV) region will receive £1.6billion and East Wales (EW) 
will receive over £325million. Together, with match funding, the Structural 
Funds will drive a total investment of almost £3billion into Wales. Any 
annual budget allocation should be reflective of this. 
 

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

2.2.1. Yes. The existing seven-year programme cycles, that enable projects 
to be funded for three years and longer, are favoured over those aligned 
to conventional political and budgetary terms, and particularly the annual 
funding cycles that are often applied to government funded projects. A 
longer term financial commitment provides security and stability for the 
planning and delivery of projects and their recipients.  
 

2.3. Would it be appropriate to roll in other budget lines into the UK Shared 
Prosperity Fund?  
 

2.3.1. WCVA would advocate for the Fund’s investment be kept separate 
from other budget lines. This would prevent the Fund’s objectives from 
being subsumed and overridden by other, perhaps opposing, budget line 
priorities.    
 

3. Allocation across the country  
 
3.1. How should the UK Shared Prosperity Fund be divided up between the four 

nations of the UK? 
 

3.1.1. The distribution and allocation of the Fund should be based on each 
nation’s need. EU Structural Fund allocations are currently determined by 
a region’s GDP per capita. The WWV region is categorised as ‘lesser 
developed’ as its per capita GDP is less than 75% of the EU average. 
This region is one of only two in the UK to achieve this status. 
Conversely EW is considered ‘more developed’ as its GDP per capita is 
more than 90% of the EU average. Based on this model, the WWV 
region attracts significantly more investment than EW.  
 
Employment in Wales is relatively high in comparison to other regions, 
such as the North East of England, but yet a quarter of the Welsh 
population live in poverty (23%) due to low skilled, poorly paid work and 
part time hours2. If any calculation used was based on the level of 

                                                           
2 Welsh Government, Draft Budget 2017-18 http://gov.wales/funding/budget/draft-budget-2017-
2018/?lang=en [accessed November 2017]  

http://gov.wales/funding/budget/draft-budget-2017-2018/?lang=en
http://gov.wales/funding/budget/draft-budget-2017-2018/?lang=en


3 
 

employment within a region, Wales would lose out disproportionate to its 
wider socio economic needs. 
 
 
 

3.2. Should the allocations within the devolved nations be an entirely devolved 
matter? 
 

3.2.1. Yes. The EU Structural Funds’ programme in Wales is currently 
negotiated between Welsh Government and the European Commission 
and monitored by the Programme Monitoring Committee. This ensures 
the programme reflects the legislative context and strategic priorities of 
Wales.  
 
WCVA would advocate for the continuation of the partnership principle 
and multi-level governance arrangements3, strengthened under the 2014-
2020 programme, which makes it compulsory for all partners to have 
equal involvement at all stages in the implementation of Partnership 
Agreements and programmes. This has been a strong driver in the 
Welsh context and has enabled the third sector to have an influence in 
the design, management and implementation of the funds. 
 

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

3.3.1. No, our preferred method for allocating funds is on a needs basis.  A 
needs based model will generate a more diverse delivery pool as 
opposed to funding those organisations most equipped to prepare 
competitive bids. It will ensure funding is channelled to those most suited 
to deliver front line interventions, required within Wales’ and the UK’s 
most disadvantaged communities. Simply supporting those organisations 
or bodies best placed to prepare attractive bids stifles innovation and 
assumes one size fits all.  
 

4. Activities to be supported  
 
4.1. Are there activities beyond the scope of present-day EU funding that should 

be supported? 
 

4.1.1. Yes. There should be funding available for early intervention and 
preventative interventions as opposed to interventions which just address 
the issue of unemployment itself.  
 
Furthermore, there should be a move towards a more balanced,  
sustainable model of funding incorporating both grants and repayable 
finance. The repayable finance model, currently utilised by WCVA’s 
Social Business Growth Fund (SBGF), is a hybrid form of finance that 

                                                           
3 European Commission, Implementation of the partnership principle and multi-level governance during the 
2014-2020 ESI Funds 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/2016/implementation-of-the-
partnership-principle-and-multi-level-governance-during-the-2014-2020-esi-funds [accessed September 2018]  

https://www.wcva.org.uk/funding/social-investment-cymru/social-business-growth-fund
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/2016/implementation-of-the-partnership-principle-and-multi-level-governance-during-the-2014-2020-esi-funds
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/2016/implementation-of-the-partnership-principle-and-multi-level-governance-during-the-2014-2020-esi-funds
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sits between grant and loan funding. An element of grant funding is 
provided to the recipient organisation (40% of the ERDF support) and the 
remainder is provided as repayable finance (60% of the ERDF support). 
Organisations are required to repay the repayable finance element but no 
interest is charged. With SBGF, additional benefits are applied, such as a 
reduction in the repayable amount dependent on performance. This 
model helps to encourage over performance and increases the impact of 
investments.  
 

4.2. Should there be guarantees that specific activities supported at present by 
EU funding (e.g. ESF support for training) will continue to receive funding? 
 

4.2.1. Yes. There should be ringfenced funding for tackling poverty and social 
exclusion. The current EU Structural Funds’ programme supports 
multiple initiatives that contribute to the social and economic regeneration 
of Wales’ most deprived areas, that go above and beyond the 
mainstream government interventions to support those who are most 
distant from the labour market. Initiatives that would unlikely be funded 
through domestic sources. For example, WCVA’s Active Inclusion Fund 
is in place to help those furthest away from the labour market. The 
organisations it funds support people who have complex barriers to 
employment, such as disabilities or work limiting health conditions. Over 
its lifetime the Active Inclusion Fund will support many thousands of 
Wales’ hardest to reach individuals. 
 
In addition to the EU Structural Funds, Wales has access to a number of 
European transnational cooperation programmes such as the European 
Territorial Cooperation (ETC) programmes, Daphne and Erasmus+. The 
Erasmus+ programme has given many young people in Wales the 
opportunity to experience life and education in Europe through its 
international exchange programmes. Post Brexit, full participation in 
these transnational programmes will be needed more than ever to ensure 
Wales and, in particular, our young people do not become isolated from 
the rest of Europe and the opportunities it represents.  
 

5. Management  
 
5.1. As a UK fund, should the UK government set the broad guidelines for the 

priorities to be supported by the Shared Prosperity Fund? 
 

5.1.1. No. The principles of the Fund should be negotiated and informed by a 
sound evidence base of socio economic analysis and contributions from 
the devolved nations, regarding priorities that are most appropriate for 
the legislative and policy context within each Nation. To work most 
efficiently and effectively, the funds must be aligned to devolved policy 
priorities in order to maximise the value for money to be levered by the 
additional funding.   Furthermore, these contributions should be informed 
following consultation within the regions across the public, private and 
third sectors. This will support the identification of priorities that build 

https://www.wcva.org.uk/funding/active-inclusion-fund
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resilience and prosperity within the UK’s and Wales’ most deprived 
communities. 
 

5.2. What role should the devolved administrations play in setting the broad 
guidelines? 
 

5.2.1. The devolved administrations should have an equal part in setting the 
broad guidelines for the Fund and should have responsibility for 
determining the Fund’s priorities in their own nations, following 
consultation with all sectors and any intended recipients of the proposed 
Fund. A criticism of European investment and other funding streams is 
the development of programmes without input from those they’re 
intended to assist and those who deliver frontline services to support 
them.  
 

5.3. How can the promise that the Fund will be “cheap to administer, low in 
bureaucracy” best be delivered? 
 

5.3.1. Having just one tier of audit, i.e. the national audit requirements, will 
itself simplify the administration of the funding.  
 
WCVA has been appointed as an Intermediate Body, under the existing 
2014-2020 programme, in recognition of its ability to effectively manage 
and administer competitive grants on behalf of the Welsh European 
Funding Office (WEFO). This arrangement is cost effective and 
accessible to all organisations within the sector, regardless of size and 
turnover. It also alleviates some of the administrative burden for smaller 
organisations that is associated with applying for and managing 
European funded operations. This model of delivery is a particularly 
important and effective way of working through a knowledgeable 
intermediary body to ensure third sector organisations are able to 
contribute to programme delivery.   
 

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

5.4.1. Local authorities should be a partner in the design, development and 
delivery of the Fund, with equal representation and influence from the 
third and private sectors.   
 

5.5. How should programmes and projects be monitored and evaluated? 
 

5.5.1. The programmes and the projects they fund should be monitored 
against a programme level indicator and outcome framework and 
evaluated independently and against the objectives of the Fund’s 
strategy. Tools for monitoring and evaluation, and expert support, should 
be made available to assist projects to undertake meaningful monitoring 
and evaluation. 
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