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Abbreviations and Terms 
 
ACRE ς The national network for Rural Community Councils 

Axes ς The themes across which the funding is distributed for allocation by the 
delivery bodies on the basis set out below: 

i. Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sectors 
(Axes 1) ς led by Natural England (NE) and Forestry Commission (FC) with 
an Regional Development Agency (RDA) subsidiary interest; 

ii. Improving the environment and the countryside (Axes 2) ς led by Natural 
England and Forestry Commission; 

iii. Improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging diversification 
of the rural economy (Axes 3) ς led by RDAs; 

iv. Building local capacity for employment and diversification (Axes 4 
(LEADER) ς cross cutting) ς led by RDAs. 

Business Link ς The national brand for the organisation funded at the regional level 
to oversee the provision of support to businesses. 

CRC ς Commission for Rural Communities ς A Government agency established to 
support the development of rural communities and to represent their interests to 
Government ς Chairman Dr Stuart Burgess is called the Rural Advocate. 

CLA ς County, Land and Business Association  

Delivery Bodies ς the organisations with the lead responsibility for allocating RDPE 
funds (i.e. FC, RDA, and NE) ς RDPE funds are allocated at the regional level. 

ERDF ς European Regional Development Fund ς European grant aid established to 
help parts of Europe modernise their economies. 

ERDP ς England Rural Development Programme ς the predecessor of RDPE which 
ran from 2000-2006. 

ESF ς European Social Fund ς EU grant aid dedicated to improving the 
competitiveness of regions through supporting training and skills development. 

EU ς European Union 

EWGS ς English Woodland Grant Scheme 

FC ς Forestry Commission ς one of the RDPE Delivery Bodies 

GO ς Government Office ς the clustering of national government departments at the 
regional level. 

LAA ς Local Area Agreement ς a list of targets committed to by local authorities at 
sub-regional level based on improving the economy and other aspects of service 
delivery in their area. 

Leader ς The name allocated to the element of the RDPE dedicated to the 
establishment of local area targeted initiatives ς run through a Local Action Group 
(LAG) ς made up of representatives of key community and business interests. 
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LSP ς Local Strategic Partnerships ς a grouping of organisations drawn from the local 
community which oversees a Community Strategy setting out the key priorities for 
the area with secretarial support provided by the local authority. 

Objective 1 and transition funding ς particularly intensive forms of ERDF and ESF 
allocated to areas with productivity levels 75% and below the EU average. Transition 
funding replaces full Objective 1 support when the O1 programme closes as a means 
of tapering out the high levels of grant aid supported. 

NALC ς The national network body supporting at the county and national level the 
work of Parish Councils. 

NE ς Natural England ς one of the RDPE Delivery Bodies  

NFU ς National Farmers Union 

RAFs ς Rural Affairs Forumsς Regional groupings of key stakeholders convened by 
Government Offices to support networking around rural issues. The Chairs of RAFs 
meet on a regular basis with the Government Minister at Defra. 

RCC ς Rural Community Councils ς Voluntary organisations, based at the County 
level which provide capacity ς information and support ς to individuals and 
organisations (such as parish councils and voluntary sector bodies) active at the local 
level. 

RDAs ς Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) ς one of the RDPE Delivery Bodies 

RDPE ς Rural Development Programme for England - A six-year (2007-2013) funding 
programme, with a budget of £3.9 billion that will bring into effect the rural 
development priorities of the European Union Rural Development Regulation. 

RDR ς Rural Development Regulation 

RES ς Regional Economic Strategy ς The formal strategy of the RDAs 

RIP ς Regional Rural Implementation Plans ς The documents developed by Delivery 
Bodies to set out their approach and the key themes they intend to follow to deliver 
the RDPE at the regional level. 

RPA ς Rural Payments Agency ς the body responsible on behalf of Government for 
distributing funding from Europe to farmers. 

RSS ς Regional Spatial Strategy ς The formal regional land use strategy developed by 
Regional Assembly bodies set up (due to be abolished in 2010) to represent local 
government and the private sector at the regional level. 

Rural/Urban Definitions ς A geographical designation for England which enables it 
to be split up into rural and urban areas ς set out as part of the last significant piece 
of national policy development for rural areas the Rural Strategy 2004. 

TFA ς Tenant Farmers Association  

UK NRN ς UK National Rural Network 

VCS ς Voluntary and Community Sector 
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 Executive Summary 
 
ES.1 This report was prepared for the Commission for Rural Communities. Its role is 

to provide evidence to support the development of the Rural Development 
Programme for England Network. The provision of a Network is not only 
desirable; it is a requirement of the funding received through the EU Rural 
Development Regulation. 

 
The report has two key roles ς it: 

 
i. Scopes out the current RDPE policy priorities, programme 

management and implementation arrangements within each of the 
eight English regions; 

ii. Develops the CRCs understanding of stakeholder needs and 
expectations of the RDPE Network and their implications for informing 
the structure and activities of the Network.   

  
ES.2 The preparation of the report involved two phases which were undertaken in 

parallel albeit with the early findings from the first elements of Phase 1 being 
used to inform subsequent thinking and approaches particularly to the surveys 
as Phase 2 proceeded. The phases were:  

 
ü Phase 1 - A desk research exercise to record the regional RDPE 

management arrangements and consider how the Network can link 
with them and their  governance and implementation  processes; this 
involved interviews with delivery agencies, a review of key 
documentation and the mapping of current networks which are 
relevant to the development of an RDPE Network. 

 
ü Phase 2 - Two surveys ς one of 100 stakeholders by telephone and a 

second of 200 stakeholders by e-survey, supplemented by 3 Focus 
Groups attended by 27 stakeholders in total held in the East Midlands, 
North East and South West. 

 
The report was prepared between September 2008 and January 2009. 

 
ES.3 The research was conducted by Globe Regeneration Limited and the Centre for 

Rural Economy at the University of Newcastle (CRE), with Alan Spedding from 
άRuSourceέ ŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƭƛŜƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 
for Rural Communities (CRC) for the report was Rebecca Frost and she was 
supported by a small working group comprising Geoff Brown from Carnegie UK 
Trust and Justin Martin from CRC. Globe and CRE are pleased to record our 
thanks to all the stakeholders who participated in the preparation of the report 
and particularly to the working group and James Elliott of CRC who provided 
invaluable support in sourcing data and contacts for the survey work. 
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The wide ranging and representative consultation process underpinning this 
work has enabled us to develop some clear Recommendations and an Action 
Plan (see main report) based on solid conclusions. 
 
It has highlighted very significant support across the board for a 
comprehensive and wide ranging Network. There is also deep enthusiasm 
(over 70% in the case of both surveys) for involvement with the development 
and support of an RDPE Network Advisory Group. 
 
Our specific recommendations are set out below: 

 

Recommendations 
 
Principles of the Network ς Its functions 
 

1. Building on current communications, the purpose of the Network should be 
clearly expressed, in terms of the EU requirement to contribute to the 
implementation of RDPE, via exchange of experience, lessons learnt and good 
practice.  

 
2. Building on the existing principles of wishing to avoid duplication and work 

with and through others, existing arrangements for sharing good practice 
within the regions should not be disturbed and be actively supported 
wherever possible, linking them up to the RDPE Network, for benefit across 
England and the UK. 

 
3. The Network should focus specifically on exchanging good practice on: (a) 

Integration between the Axes; (b) Support for capacity building and 
networking between the LAGs; (c) Innovative programme design and delivery 
arrangements; (d) Provision of feedback from stakeholders to delivery 
agencies on programme management and delivery. 

 
Structure of the Network ς What it looks like 
 
 

4. The Network should have its own identity but its core operating principle 
should be to work in partnership with or through others wherever possible. It 
should do this through both virtual and face to face activities. 
 

5. The Network should recruit an Advisory Group to support its operation. This 
Group should be representative of RDPE stakeholders and be independent in 
character in order to offer challenge and objectivity to the development and 
operation of the Network. 

 
6. The Network should have a website with the following features: 
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- Information and news on policy and strategic matters affecting 
the Programme and signposting towards any key documentation; 

- Access to research/reviews which might assist the development of 
new projects and best practice; 

- Highlighting selective case examples from the regions of exemplar 
RDPE funded projects and innovative or best practice approaches, 
including previous lessons learnt which support programme 
delivery e.g. stakeholder engagement, cross boundary working 
etc; 

- Relevant information from the UK NRN and EN RD and other EU 
networks; 

- A calendar of events (and signposting to the publicity) that feature 
the exchange of good practice related to the RDPE;  

- A list of contact names in the main delivery agencies including 
LAGs and strategic partners, key networks and websites. 

 
7. ¢ƘŜ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘ ŀ ŎƻƘƻǊǘ ƻŦ Ψ/ƻƴǘŜƴǘ /ƘŀƳǇƛƻƴǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 

individuals would agree to act as the eyes and ears of the network. Ideally, 
they should be based in sub-regions or at the regional level.  
 

8. The Network should expand its communications plan to ensure it operates 
effectively and is clearly understood.  
 

9. The Network should develop a dedicated sub-network, in liaison with 
regional groupings, of Leader Local Action Groups. In liaison with regional 
Leader Local Action Group networks and groupings, the Network should 
develop a dedicated series of activities and tools to support networking 
amongst LAGs and to support practical delivery through the Leader approach 
across the four axes. 

 
The activities above should be moderated through a dialogue with the regional 
Implementation Groups so that the themes and topics which have highest priority 
for exchange of good practice and the best methods of facilitating this exchange can 
be identified.  
 
Actions of the Network ς What it will do 
 

10. The Network should  develop an outline programme of activities, initially for 
2009/10, then annually, to be developed in conjunction with the Advisory 
Group and regional Implementation Groups that amongst other activities 
might comprise:        

 
- A national event for Leader LAGs (already planned for March);  
- A follow up series of regional networking events for LAGs  (to be 

discussed with the RDAs, Northern Rural Network, Network for 
Rural Economies and Strategies and other potential partners) ς 
potentially Summer/Autumn 2009; 
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- A national conference for delivery bodies (NE, FC, and RDAs) to 
reflect on RDPE progress and formulate an agenda for contributing 
to the midterm review ς potentially October 2009. 

 
11. The Network should maintain a dialogue with its members about overall 

progress in terms of the national aims and objectives of the RDPE, supporting 
the work of the England Programme Monitoring Committee in seeking to 
maximise the impact and effectiveness of the programme. The activities of 
the Network should be informed by the opportunities and challenges arising 
from the progress of the programme. 
 

12. The Network should develop an evaluation framework. It is crucial that the 
Network sets itself some challenging and meaningful targets. These should be 
derived from the conditions underpinning its funding through the RDR but 
they should also be the driver which ensures that the Network develops and 
maintains a clear mission and can prove its added value. It is not within our 
brief to set these criteria however we have included the evaluation criteria of 
the Northern Rural Network at Appendix B to provide an example of the 
areas of content they might have.  
 

13. One key element of this evaluation framework should concentrate on 
measuring how effectively the Network has built the capacity of key 
stakeholders to support the implementation of RDPE, this was a key issue 
discussed in detail at the focus groups. 

 
In undertaking these activities the Network should seek to align and coordinate its 
activities with the work of the regional delivery bodies and their respective 
implementation structures to ensure that it adds value and avoids duplication. 
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Commission for Rural Communities 
 
Rural Development Programme for England (RDPE) 
Network: Market Research and Stakeholder 
Engagement Project 
 
 

1 Introduction 
 
1.1 This report was prepared for the Commission for Rural Communities. Its role is to 

provide evidence to support the development of the Rural Development 
Programme for England Network. The provision of a Network is not only 
desirable it is a requirement of the funding received through the EU Rural 
Development Regulation. 

 
The report has two key roles ς it: 

 
i. Scopes out the current RDPE policy priorities, programme 

management and implementation arrangements within each of the 
eight English regions; 

ii. Develops the CRCs understanding of stakeholder needs and 
expectations of the RDPE Network and their implications for informing 
the structure and activities of the Network.   

 
1.2 The preparation of the report involved two phases which were undertaken in 

parallel albeit with the early findings from the first elements of Phase 1 being 
used to inform and tweak thinking and approaches particularly to the surveys as 
Phase 2 proceeded. The phases were:  

 
ü Phase 1 - A desk research exercise to record the regional RDPE management 

arrangements and consider how the Network can link with them and their  
governance and implementation  processes; this involved interviews with 
delivery agencies, a review of key documentation and the mapping of current 
networks which are relevant to the development of an RDPE Network. 

 
ü Phase 2 - Two surveys ς one of 100 stakeholders by telephone and a second 

of 200 stakeholders by e-survey, supplemented by 3 Focus Groups attended 
by 27 stakeholders in total held in the East Midlands, North East and South 
West. 

 
The report was prepared between September 2008 and January 2009. 

 
1.3 The research was conducted by Globe Regeneration Limited and the Centre for 

Rural Economy at the University of Newcastle (CRE), with Alan Spedding from 
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άRuSourceέ ŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƭƛŜƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 
for Rural Communities (CRC) for the report was Rebecca Frost and she was 
supported by a small working group comprising Geoff Brown from Carnegie UK 
Trust and Justin Martin from CRC. Globe and CRE are pleased to record our 
thanks to all the stakeholders who participated in the development of the report 
and particularly to the working group and James Elliott of CRC who provided 
invaluable support in sourcing data and contacts for the survey work. 
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2 Background 
 
2.1 The Common Agricultural Policy has gradually evolved over the past two decades 

with a distinct shift in emphasis from support for farm production (Pillar one) 
towards wider rural development and environmental objectives (Pillar two). The 
EU Rural Development Regulation sets out a wide range of measures that can be 
deployed to achieve these wider objectives and each member state is required 
to prepare a plan of activity for approval by Brussels. The Rural Development 
Programme for England covers the current programme period of 2007-13. The 
RDR prescribes that funding should be distributed across 4 Axes with a minimum 
of 10% applied to each of Axes 1-3 and 5% to Axis 4: 

 

Axis 1: Agriculture and forestry competitiveness 

Axis 2: Improving the countryside and environment 

Axis 3: Improving rural quality of life and economy 

Axis 4: Building capacity for employment and diversification (LEADER) 

 
2.2 Defra has decided that 80% of the available funding (the maximum permitted) 

should be allocated to Axis 2. A suite of agri-environment and woodland planting 
and management schemes are made available to farmers and landowners 
through Natural England and the Forestry Commission which act as the lead 
delivery bodies. The remaining 20% of funding has been allocated to the socio-
economic elements of the programme and this is managed by RDAs at the 
regional level. A distinctive feature of EU policy and programmes has been 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ΨōƻǘǘƻƳ ǳǇΩ ǎǘȅƭŜ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜcome 
characterized as the Leader approach. Whilst previously a separate programme, 
Leader has now become mainstreamed within the RDPE. Nevertheless the same 
principles of delivery via a Local Action Group have been retained and the 
expectation is that Axis 4 projects and expenditure should be cross cutting and 
demonstrate integration across the other Axes 1 to 3. 

 
2.3 A nationally constituted Programme Monitoring Committee oversees the 

implementation of RDPE in England. 
 
2.4 Whilst not a factor in terms of this report there are other networks which relate 

to the distribution of RDR funding in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. 
There is also a national rural development programme Network for the UK- the 
UK National Rural Network. 
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2.5 Overall funding is significant with £3.9 billion committed to the RDPE between 
2007 and 2013. The resources to support the RDPE Network in England however 
are believed to be modest with perhaps £100,000 per annum available 
(excluding staff costs) to finance its activities.  
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3 Key Findings - Phase 1: Desk Research and Interviews 
 
For more detailed information see Appendix A; Phase 1: Desk Research at page p43 
 
3.1 We have set out the headline findings from the Phase 1 desk research and 

delivery organisation interviews below. The RDA and Natural England lead 
officers in every region, together with Forestry Commission representatives 
from 2 regions, were contacted making a total of 18 interviews. Representatives 
from all delivery organisations including the 8 Forestry Commission leads were 
approached through either the electronic or telephone surveys. Key findings 
were: 

 Each of the regions has produced a Regional Implementation Plan for the 
Rural Development Programme in their region. 

 The Regional Implementation Plan is the key policy statement and most 
regions have customer friendly user guides and websites to accompany 
them.  

 Each RIP starts with the 4 axes but the regions are not universally 
applying all 27 measures selected by Defra from the 34 that are made 
available by the Rural Development Regulation 

 80% of resources are allocated under Axis 2 and much of this funding is 
already committed as annual payments to farmers under agreements 
entered into under the previous rural development programme 

 Access to Higher Level Stewardship payments is competitive and Natural 
England has identified target areas to achieve maximum benefit from the 
available funding. 

 RIPs devote most attention to how the 20% of funding available to 
address social and economic issues should be managed by the RDAs,  

 RIP themes across the regions do not vary significantly; typically regions 
have allocated 10% of funding to Axes 1 & 3 in roughly equal measure. 
This provides a useful focus for the emphasis of the Network content 
proposed within the Recommendations and Action Plan sections of the 
report.    

 A significant amount of the funding is being delivered through the Leader 
approach and in some regions this is higher than the prescribed 
minimum of 5% of the programme total. 

 In most regions there is a formal programme management committee 
involving the lead agencies, although these do not have a set structural 
pattern. 

 RDAs, the Forestry Commission and Natural England also have their own 
internal arrangements to track progress in terms of project funding and 
outcomes. 
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 Arrangements for stakeholder consultation are a common feature but 
these vary in relation to their formality and complexity between regions. 

 Most regions have a communications plan for the RDPE. 

 The regions have all developed mechanisms to map progress against 
Defra targets.  

 In accordance with Defra guidance all the RIPs have been framed to 
encourage larger scale projects and collaboration within supply chains 
and this has led to the development of a number of strategic level 
schemes; approaches differ however, with some RDAs having contracted 
out project delivery and signposting and facilitation services. 

 Integration of programme delivery (and evidence that this is being 
achieved) across the Axes is recognised as a challenge which will become 
more evident as the socio-economic elements increasingly come on 
stream. 

 There has been a competitive approach to the creation of Leader 
territories with as many as 14 or 15 LAGs being selected in some regions. 
In other regions fewer have been selected but a 2 stage approval process 
is still proceeding. The amounts of the rural area being covered vary, but 
are as high as 80% in some regions. 

 
Phase 1: Observations from Interviews with the RDPE Delivery Agencies: 
 
3.2 In response to a question about the possible positive as well as negative 

attributes of the RDPE Network these observations were offered by delivery 
agency staff during the desk research phase; 

 

 The delivery of RDPE has a strong regional focus and so the aims and 
mechanics of the Network will need to be discussed with each of the 
Regional Implementation Groups. This is picked out in the Action Plan as a 
key early activity in building the Network. 

 There are many active networks in place at the regional and sub-regional 
level all with different agendas and remits. Whilst some areas may be 
labelled as disadvantaged, the EU funding which has been received over 
many years has created considerable capacity for positive networking and 
collaborative action and this may not be so strongly embedded 
elsewhere.   

 Existing networks and communication channels exist that enable projects 
to be showcased. The Network should therefore concentrate on strategic 
matters connected with overall programme design and delivery at the 
national and international level.  

 The Network must be relevant, involve the right people and not become a 
talking shop. It should facilitate learning between regions, including 
connecting groups that share common interests, and promote cross axis 
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working. We have identified these as important elements within the 
principles underpinning the operation of the Network in the 
Recommendation of the report and particularly in section 9 of the Action 
Plan. 

 A Leader sub set of the national Network might be appropriate though 
this needs to synchronise with the arrangements that are already in place 
or emerging at the regional and sub regional level. We have identified this 
as a key action within section 7 of the Recommendation and Section 9 of 
the Action Plan.   

 It must be recognised that rural development extends much wider than 
the RDPE and that the Programme will be unable to influence many of the 
issues affecting rural economies and communities. 

 There is a strong risk of the Network lacking any clear identity. The 
organisations leading on the RDPE are generally good at sharing 
information and working in partnership although there is some variation 
in practice across the regions. There are also close relationships with 
external networks such as the Rural Affairs Forums (RAFs) and this 
existing infrastructure should not be undermined. 

 There may be some political sensitivity if the perception is given that the 
Network will be used to critically review delivery practices in a particular 
region or that scarce resources for technical assistance are being applied 
to the creation of the Network which could be better deployed 
elsewhere. 

 
Phase 1: Network Mapping 
 
3.3 We undertook a comprehensive process of mapping those rural development 

networks (and organisations which have a significant networking component to 
their work) that are actively engaged in agendas relating to the remit of the 
RDPE. We set out our findings below: 

 

 There are 3 broad categories of network: National, regional and local. 

 National networks are the only ones with significantly original content. 

 National networks have regional manifestations which may operate more 
or less independently. 

 There is significant commonality amongst regional networks. 

 The main function of local networks is to provide support and facilitate 
interaction between organisations and individuals with a common 
thematic interest. 

 There are around 150 rural development networks operating at the 
national and regional level. These will form the core of the interface 
between the RDPE and its delivery bodies and careful consideration needs 
to be given to planning an effective, prioritized relationship with them. The 
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process of network mapping has been identified as a key activity at 
Recommendation 8 of the report. 

 We identified information to suggest at least 200 formal local 
networks/organisations. 

 
3.4 As demonstrated by the analysis above, there is a complex web of networks that 

connect organisations in the field of rural development into which the RDPE 
Network must be positioned and establish a clear role. Essentially, the Network 
must add value to the RDPE by facilitating the exchange of experience and good 
practice amongst those delivering and participating in the Programme, in order 
to fulfil its purpose of supporting the implementation of the RDPE. The potential 
for duplication is a real one but so is the scope for positive collaboration. 
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4 Key Findings - Phase 2: Surveys 
 

For more detailed information see Appendix A; Phase 2: Surveys at page p60 

 
4.1 We undertook a very wide ranging approach to surveying stakeholders. We 

developed a representative sample of stakeholders for both an e-survey and 
telephone survey. We piloted our approach to both surveys before starting 
them fully to ensure that the questionnaires and the survey samples worked 
effectively. We achieved 101 telephone survey responses from a 132 sample and 
202 e-survey responses from a 670 sample. The target for the telephone and the 
e-survey were 100 and 200 respectively. 

 
4.2 We have tabulated the key findings of the surveys below showing their linkages 

and read across. The preceding text sets out elements of our key findings. 
 
4.3 There is extensive engagement with existing rural development networks with 

the Regional Affairs Forums, Leader LAGs, the NFU/CLA and Northern Rural 
Network being especially prominent. 

 
4.4 Networks are valued for the information and news they provide (with electronic 

preferred to print by a ratio of 2:1); face to face events; and opportunities that 
are provided to influence policy formulation and review. There is less value 
attached to internet based discussion forums. We have picked out the key 
components of the programme of activity for the Network, highlighting the 
importance of taking account of these points in the Annex of the Network Action 
Plan. 

 
4.5 There is support for the RDPE Network to provide a broad range of services and 

activities that focus on both policy and project delivery, including programme 
management, and how one can inform the other. A mix of national and regional 
based activity is preferred, delivered through a combination of virtual 
communication and events. Most support was expressed for the RDPE Network 
to achieve its outcome through a combination of its own initiatives and working 
collaboratively with existing regional agencies and networks. This finding has fed 
into the development of Recommendation 4 of the report.  
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4.6 Tabulated findings 
 
Table 1: Tabulated findings of E-Survey and Telephone Survey 
 

E-Survey Telephone Survey 

202 responses  101 responses 

Good regional distribution Even better regional distribution 

Balanced Axis interest (although 3 
strongest overall) 

All axes covered 

Greatest interest in policy/delivery and 
assisting projects coming forward 

Most interest in setting priorities and 
allocating funds 

400 responses on network 
involvement 

Most network involvement is at the 
regional and below level and with RAFs 

Good practice and information sharing 
most useful areas for the networks to 
cover 

Most important aspect of Network focus 
will be in sharing good practice 

No interest in the development of an 
stand-alone network 

30% interested in a Network with a clear 
and separate identity 

5ŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǾƛǊǘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ άǊŜŀƭέ 
means favoured 

Virtual and face to face mixed approach 
favoured 

70% of respondents interested in 
participation in any Advisory Group 

All respondents would like to be kept up 
to speed with the evolution of the 
Network 

Clear  evidence that there are many 
established networks (400) which will 
require a networking strategy 

Strong belief that there is real scope for 
collaboration between RDPE Network and 
established networks 
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5 Key Findings - Phase 2: Focus Groups 

For more detailed information see Appendix A; Phase 2: Focus Groups at page p112 

5.1 Three Focus Groups to ascertain the views of stakeholders as a means of 
supplementing and triangulating the outcomes of the-surveys were held. They 
were located in the East Midlands, North East and South West; we have set out 
the composite results from the Focus Groups below. 

 
5.2 The Focus Group discussions had three components, summarized below, which 

related to the characteristics of existing networks, priorities for the RDPE 
Network and possible operational models for the latter.   

 
Characteristics 
 
5.3 We have set out the positive and negative characteristics cited by stakeholders 

below. These have been elaborated as key issues to take account of in planning 
the development of the Network in section 9 of the report Action Plan. 

 
5.4 Positive characteristics of good networks:  

Clear priorities and goals, access to evidence and research that can be used in 
policy, opportunities for face to face sharing, provide opportunities for 
individuals to network on how they have found flexibilities in policy, provide 
connections with likeminded individuals. 

 

5.5 Negative characteristics of poor networks: 

¢ƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǊŜƳƛǘΣ ǘƻƻ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΣ 
some have gone on too long, uneven geographical spread of networks, many 
networks have no influence on policy, some have no tangible outputs, some 
ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭƛǉǳŜǎΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƻƻ άƛƴǎƛǇƛŘέ ŀƴŘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ. 

 
5.6 Reflections from the discussions: 
 

ü It is imperative that consideration is given to how Network activities could 
be followed up ς to ensure some outcome can be demonstrated from the 
operation of the Network concerned; 

ü Funding of networks is a key issue ς some networks are forever seeking 
funding to deliver their mission and this is distracting; 

ü The RDPE Network is time limited and has limited resources ς an 
understanding of the financial dynamics of the other networks it wishes to 
link with is very important to its success; 

ü The need for networks to provide an interface with those in decision 
making roles was cited as being very important  - most of the Focus Group 
participants saw some benefit in national and more so regional networks 
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but were principally interested in local networks as a means of doing 
business; 

ü Sharing best practice needs to take account of the specific territorial and 
organisational issues that characterise different areas, to which the 
transfer might be proposed as unique circumstances sometimes underpin 
projects and limit the scope for knowledge transfer. 

 
Priorities for the RDPE Network 

 
5.7 Two principal themes arose; these form a core element of the Recommendations 

section of the report: 
 

ü Sharing good practice;  

ü Linking delivery with policy (including thinking post 2013). 

 
5.8 There was no clear view of the benefits of EU best practice and networking ς 

there was also an acknowledgement that some sharing of best practice is 
already underway in this context. 

 
5.9 There was a clear view that an excellent web facility should sit at the heart of the 

network. 
 
5.10 The development of a cross regional brokering service ensuring that best 

practice was shared across England rather than just within regions was seen as 
very important. 

 
5.11 Key principles for the operation of the Network identified the need for it to be:  

pro-active and practical, engage with the customer, include all 4 axes, be able to 
point to outputs, flexible enough to respond to all users and simple. 

 
Operational Models  
 
5.12 In this last session Focus Group participants were invited to choose from a 

menu of operational models for the RDPE Network. There was no strong 
consensus but some patterns in the choices made were able to be detected (and 
are flagged up in recommendation 10): 

 
ü All groups wanted to see a mixture of regional and national events. 

Other possible Network activities such as field visits, mentoring and 
research all found support. 

ü Another key message: the Network needs to help make the process of 
applying for funding as accessible as possible through exchange of best 
practice and signposting. 
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5 Overall Themes and Issues 
 
5.1 We have tabulated the findings from the desk research, networks mapping, 

surveys and focus groups together in the following table which demonstrates 
the emergence of common themes and helps to draw conclusions from the 
research. 
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Table 2: Overall Themes and Issues 

E Survey Telephone Survey Desk Research Network Mapping Focus Groups 

Scale 

202 responses  101 responses 20 interviews 350 networks estimated 27 participants 

Good regional distribution Even better regional 
distributions 

All regions NE/RDA, 2 
regions FC 

National networks have original 
content, regional networks 
cover key themes in each region 
with some uniformity, local 
networks are many and eclectic 

3 regions 

Balanced Axis interest 
(although 3 strongest 
overall) 

All axes covered Networking amongst deliver 
agencies at the regional level 
covers all axes  

Cover all axes challenge to get 
them down to a sensible 
number to interact with 

All axes of interest covered 

Focus 

Greatest interest in 
policy/delivery and 
assisting projects coming 
forward 

Most interest in setting 
priorities and allocating 
funds 

Network should concentrate 
on strategic matters 
connected with programme 
design and delivery at the 
national level to avoid 
duplication. A Leader sub-
network may be appropriate 

Cover whole agenda and 
broader ς challenge is to slim 
down around the most 
meaningful networks to interact 
with 

2 key areas of interest ς sharing 
good practice, linking delivery with 
policy 

Landscape 

400 responses on network 
involvement 

Most network 
involvement is at the 
regional and below level 
and with RAFs 

Already well established 
regional networks which 
should not be undermined 

Very wide and complex web of 
unregulated networks ς RDPE 
Network could act as a 
signposting organisation 

Focus groups confirmed that there 
are a plethora of networks serving a 
wide range of functions 

Content 

Good practice and 
information sharing most 
useful areas for the 

Most important aspect of 
Network focus will be in 
sharing good practice 

Need to recognise that rural 
development stretches 
wider than just RDPE and 

National networks highest level 
of original content 
Regional networks are delivery 

Regional and national events were 
supported, Network activities in 
terms of visits and mentoring and 
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networks to cover should reflect this and information focused 
Local networks are contact and 
problem solving based 

research ς cross regional brokering 
seen as very important ς should 
simplify and help with the process of 
applying for funding 

Nature 

No interest in the 
development of an stand-
alone Network 

30% interested in a 
Network with a clear and 
separate identity 

Network must have a clear 
and non duplicating activity 

Worth thinking about how each 
category of spatial Network can 
link with the features of the 
network 

Clear view that the Network should 
link with and work through others 
although a view that on national 
issues and bringing together of  
regional information it does have a 
usp 

Delivery 

Delivery through virtual 
ŀƴŘ άǊŜŀƭέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŜŘ 

Virtual and face to face 
mixed approach favoured 

Should build on established 
networking activities in 
terms of delivery 

Need a clear sense of how the 
RDPE Network navigates its way 
through this complex range of 
networks and which it can 
relate to most effectively and 
how 

An excellent web site should sit at 
the heart of the network 

70% of respondents 
interested in participation 
in any Advisory Group 

All respondents would 
like to be kept up to 
speed with the evolution 
of the Network 

Already have allocated 
governance roles 

Worth considering scope for the 
development of a Network 
Steering Group 

Strong view that the Network  
should provide scope for feedback 
on policy implementation to delivery 
agencies and provide an overview of 
delivery progress in each region 

Clear  evidence that there 
are many established 
networks (400) which will 
require a networking 
strategy 

Strong belief that there is 
real scope for 
collaboration established 
networks 

Strong feeling that Network 
must tread lightly at the 
regional level 

Network needs to be selective 
in carving out a meaningful 
niche 

Network needs clear goals/priorities, 
to provide access to evidence and 
research to inform delivery, 
opportunities for face to face 
sharing, scope for problem solving & 
should connect up individuals 
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7 Conclusions 
 
7.1 Through the pulling together of data from all the key sources above we can 

record the following conclusions. 
 
Scale 
 
7.2 We have generated responses about the focus and role of the Network from 350 

individuals/organisations and have identified a similar number of networks. This 
has been successfully done on a representative basis across all axes, regions and 
categories of organisation: from delivery organisations, through intermediaries 
to voluntary organisations, national think tanks, private sector players and direct 
recipients of funding and support from RDPE. 

 
Consultation Methods 
 
7.3 We have consulted comprehensively in terms of e-survey, telephone survey, desk 

research accompanied by contextual interviews, network mapping and focus 
groups. We have been liberal in our interpretation of networks including both 
formal networks and where appropriate the activities of organisations 

 
Principal Focus of Network 
 
7.4 Clear messages have arisen from the research concerning the establishment of 

an appropriate role and remit for the RDPE Network. In summary the RDPE 
Network will need to consider: 

 
1) How it can best help to connect policy and implementation through the 

sharing of good practice and case studies;  

2) If it can assist in generating research / evidence about opportunity and need 
associated with RDPE funding;  

3) If it can contribute in providing a national strategic overview of key policy 
and design issues for RDPE, including scope for offering post 2013 thinking; 

4) Whether it can offer cross regional brokerage services/activities in terms of 
getting regional players to link and learn from each other;  

5) Whether the creation of a Leader sub-network is desirable in response to 
the specific communication and support requirements of the many new 
LAGs that have been formed across the country;  

6) The kind of relationship that can be formed with those networks that have a 
direct overlap with the RDPE Network remit, this should involve 
consideration as to whether a signposting role might be appropriate 
regarding the plethora of other rural development networks.  

7) Whether there is scope to facilitate practitioner feedback to delivery 
agencies on the administration of the programme at the regional level.  



26 
 

Network Landscape 
 
7.5 The network landscape is very broad: 350 is an outline figure. Most network 

traffic seems to be at the regional level and certainly here there is most scope 
for interaction and value adding with also the greatest risk of duplication. 

 
Network Content 
 
7.6 Case studies supporting best practice are the most desired element of the 

network. They should be presented against a background which recognises that 
rural development is wider than the RDPE. In terms of the interface with other 
networks, the RDPE Network could differentiate how it shares/develops its 
programme of activities on the basis of: national networks - development of 
original content; regional networks - supporting effective programme delivery; 
local networks (if at all in terms of range and variety) - supporting stakeholder 
capacity and problem solving in terms of bidding and project development.  

 
Nature of the Network 
 
7.7 It is clear that the Network should work with established structures, it should 

have the capacity to demonstrate added value by illustrating how key issues 
have been followed up, it should have its own identity but on a clearly 
differentiated basis from other networks and one where it can demonstrate 
through its focus (see above) that it has added value. 

 
Delivery of Network 
 
7.8 A website should sit at the heart of the Network coupled with an annual 

programme of events/activities that facilitate face to face contact. It should have 
a communications strategy (see Section 4 of the Action Plan and 
Recommendation 8) which is synchronized with those that have been developed 
by the lead agencies, particularly at the regional level where the greatest scope 
for overlap exists. The Network would benefit from having a advisory group 
which as far as practical is representative national, regional and local interests 
(one small group is probably most practical ς see Recommendation 5). 

 



27 
 

8 Recommendations 
 
Principles of the Network ς Its functions 
 

1. Building on current communications, the purpose of the Network should be 
clearly expressed, in terms of the EU requirement to contribute to the 
implementation of RDPE, via exchange of experience, lessons learnt and good 
practice.  

 
2. Building on the existing principles of wishing to avoid duplication and work 

with and through others, existing arrangements for sharing good practice 
within the regions should not be disturbed and be actively supported 
wherever possible, linking them up to the RDPE Network, for benefit across 
England and the UK. 

 
3. The Network should focus specifically on exchanging good practice on: (a) 

Integration between the Axes; (b) Support for capacity building and 
networking between the LAGs; (c) Innovative programme design and delivery 
arrangements; (d) Provision of feedback from stakeholders to delivery 
agencies on programme management and delivery. 

 
Structure of the Network ς What it looks like 
 
 

4. The Network should have its own identity but its core operating principle 
should be to work in partnership with or through others wherever possible. It 
should do this through both virtual and face to face activities. 
 

5. The Network should recruit an Advisory Group to support its operation. This 
Group should be representative of RDPE stakeholders and be independent in 
character in order to offer challenge and objectivity to the development and 
operation of the Network. 

 
6. The Network should have a website with the following features: 

 
- Information and news on policy and strategic matters affecting 

the Programme and signposting towards any key documentation; 
- Access to research/reviews which might assist the development of 

new projects and best practice; 
- Highlighting selective case examples from the regions of exemplar 

RDPE funded projects and innovative or best practice approaches, 
including previous lessons learnt which support programme 
delivery e.g. stakeholder engagement, cross boundary working 
etc; 

- Relevant information from the UK NRN and EN RD and other EU 
networks; 
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- A calendar of events (and signposting to the publicity) that feature 
the exchange of good practice related to the RDPE;  

- A list of contact names in the main delivery agencies including 
LAGs and strategic partners, key networks and websites. 

 
7. ¢ƘŜ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘ ŀ ŎƻƘƻǊǘ ƻŦ Ψ/ƻƴǘŜƴǘ /ƘŀƳǇƛƻƴǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 

individuals would agree to act as the eyes and ears of the network. Ideally, 
they should be based in sub-regions or at the regional level.  
 

8. The Network should expand its communications plan to ensure it operates 
effectively and is clearly understood.  
 

9. The Network should develop a dedicated sub-network, in liaison with 
regional groupings, of Leader Local Action Groups. In liaison with regional 
Leader Local Action Group networks and groupings, the Network should 
develop a dedicated series of activities and tools to support networking 
amongst LAGs and to support practical delivery through the Leader approach 
across the four axes. 

 
The activities above should be moderated through a dialogue with the regional 
Implementation Groups so that the themes and topics which have highest priority 
for exchange of good practice and the best methods of facilitating this exchange can 
be identified.  
 
Actions of the Network ς What it will do 
 

10. The Network should  develop an outline programme of activities, initially for 
2009/10, then annually, to be developed in conjunction with the Advisory 
Group and regional Implementation Groups that amongst other activities 
might comprise:        

 
- A national event for Leader LAGs (already planned for March);  
- A follow up series of regional networking events for LAGs  (to be 

discussed with the RDAs, Northern Rural Network, Network for 
Rural Economies and Strategies and other potential partners) ς 
potentially Summer/Autumn 2009; 

- A national conference for delivery bodies (NE, FC, RDAs) to reflect 
on RDPE progress and formulate an agenda for contributing to the 
midterm review ς potentially October 2009; 

 
11. The Network should maintain a dialogue with its members about overall 

progress in terms of the national aims and objectives of the RDPE, supporting 
the work of the England Programme Monitoring Committee in seeking to 
maximise the impact and effectiveness of the programme. The activities of 
the Network should be informed by the opportunities and challenges arising 
from the progress of the programme. 
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12. The Network should develop an evaluation framework. It is crucial that the 
Network sets itself some challenging and meaningful targets. These should be 
derived from the conditions underpinning its funding through the RDR but 
they should also be the driver which ensures that the Network develops and 
maintains a clear mission and can prove its added value. It is not within our 
brief to set these criteria however we have included the evaluation criteria of 
the Northern Rural Network at Appendix B to provide an example of the 
areas of content they might have.  
 

13. One key element of this evaluation framework should concentrate on 
measuring how effectively the Network has built the capacity of key 
stakeholders to support the implementation of RDPE, this was a key issue 
discussed in detail at the focus groups. 

 
In undertaking these activities the Network should seek to align and coordinate its 
activities with the work of the regional delivery bodies and their respective 
implementation structures to ensure that it adds value and avoids duplication. 
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9 Action Plan 
 
In achieving these objectives the following key actions need to be undertaken 
 
Principles 
 

1. The need for a focused start up and ongoing dialogue between the RDPE 
Network and those leading the regional delivery of the programme was 
flagged up as a key issue, in the liaison with regional agencies as part of phase 
one of the research. This should be initiated through a discussion between 
the RDPE Network Unit (CRC) and the Regional Implementation Groups. This 
should be prioritized as an early action and undertaken within the next 3-6 
months. 
 

2. Building on the existing principles identified by the Network, develop an 
approach to the formation of the Network which responds to the following 
characteristics drawn together from all the strands of the research. 
 
Having 2 principal themes: 
 
ü Sharing good practice,  
ü Linking delivery with policy (including thinking post 2013) 

 

 having an excellent web presence; 

 being pro-active and practical;  

 engaging with stakeholders;  

 including all 4 axes;  

 able to point to outputs;  

 flexible enough to respond to all users and simple to use; 

 working where possible through other networks and organisations but 
developing its own identity. 

 
This approach should be presented to the PMC as soon as practically 
possible and agreed with the inaugural meeting of the Advisory Group (see 
below) as the guiding principles for the Network. 

Structure 
 

3. Develop a networking protocol with the many networks which were 
identified as part of phase 1, with an emphasis on a codified approach to 
working with national and regional networks and supporting the capacity of 
local networks ς the importance of developing a clearly focused approach to 
working with other networks was picked out as part of the development of 
the network mapping. It was also an important issue raised by the 
respondents to the telephone survey, where respondents particularly raised 
the importance of a dialogue with regional networks. The importance of 
developing higher level linkages with regional and national networks was also 
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raised by the Focus Groups. In planning this protocol, very helpful 
information on the most popular networks was identified in the telephone 
survey and this provides a useful tool in considering the intensity of 
engagement between the Network and other regional and national networks. 
 
We have indicated which national and regional networks we think should be 
the primary contacts for the Network in Phase 1 of the report. It is important 
to develop this protocol as quickly as possible, ideally within the next 3 
months. It can be used to help think through the process of recruiting both 
the Network Advisory Group and the Content Champions (see below).   

 
4.  Develop a communications plan for the Network.  

 
This was flagged up as a key issue in the discussions with delivery bodies as 
part of the phase 1 desk research. This needs to make clear the practical 
limits and very clear focus of the Network. Both surveys indicated that the 
very wide range of engagement between stakeholders and other networks 
mean that a clear plan to enable the Network to distinguish itself from other 
networks is important. A number of stakeholders in the e-survey assumed 
that the Network might have a wide ranging brief stretching far broader than 
RDPE. This further reinforces the need to make it clear through an effective 
communications plan that the only focus of the Network will be in supporting 
effective delivery of the RDPE. 

 
In addition to establishing an ongoing dialogue with the Regional 
Implementation Groups and national PMC as part of this process the Network 
should establish clear channels of communication with the individual 
members of the management groups in each region. These were identified 
through phase 1 of the research.  
 
Whilst the Network should cover all axes the telephone and e-surveys 
indicated the highest level of interest in Axis 4 and this should inform thinking 
about how to manage the balance of content in terms of the web and 
seminar programme content of the Network. 
 
This plan should be agreed with the Network Advisory Group and put in 
place within 3 months of the recruitment of the Group. It should be used to 
help with process of recruiting the Content Champions and help with the 
process of steering their activities. 

 
5. Identify a small group of representatives with regional and sectoral 

backgrounds to serve as an Advisory Group. There was very strong support 
for involvement in the Network by participants in both surveys with 70% of e-
survey and all telephone survey respondents showing an interest in being 
involved in an Advisory Group. This Group should be formed within the next 
six months and should begin the process of confirming and validating the 
key operating principles for the Network set out above. 
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6. Form a network of sub-regionally based content champions to act as the eyes 

and ears of the network. Whilst there was not the same depth of enthusiasm 
for undertaking this role we believe it is crucial to the effective operation of 
the Network ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘέ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ 
maximize its impact. 41% of telephone survey respondents and 42% of e-
survey respondents indicated that they would be prepared to serve the 
Network in this capacity. Steps should be taken to recruit the Content 
Champions within the next 6 months once the networking protocol and 
communications plan have been developed. 
 

7. Initiate the process of forming a Leader Network as a sub-set of the work of 
the Network with clear linkages to regional networking amongst Leader 
groups ς this was raised as a key issue/opportunity by delivery agencies in the 
phase 1 research. There is likely to be a head of steam amongst the 
established Leader partnerships to form a dedicated network and the 
intention to support this process should be announced within the next 3 
months with a view to it being in place within the following six months with 
a clear read across the membership of both the Advisory Group and the 
Content Champions.  

 

Actions 
 

8. Develop proposals for both a website and a programme of face to face 
Network activities ς both surveys and the focus group confirmed the benefit 
of an approach which covers both categories of activity. It is important to 
consider how this can be managed where possible through other networks, 
which was a clear preference, (although recognising the value of having a 
discrete RDPE Network brand) expressed in both surveys and the Focus 
Group. We have set out the key issues and approaches which might be 
followed in developing the website content and programme of actions, 
arising from the consultation element of this report at Annex 1. The website 
should be developed as quickly as possible its content and the programme 
of activities should be a key item for discussion at the first meeting of the 
Network Advisory Group. This should be held within the next 3 months. 

 
9. Ensure in designing the programme that it responds to the positive and 

negative characteristics of current networks identified in the phase 1 
research and the Focus Groups namely: 

 
Positive characteristics of good networks:  
Clear priorities and goals, access to evidence and research that can be used in 
policy, opportunities for face to face sharing, provide opportunities for 
individuals to network on how they have found flexibilities in policy, provide 
connections with likeminded individuals 
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Negative characteristics of poor networks: 
aŀƴȅ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǊŜƳƛǘΣ ǎƻƳŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻƻ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ 
delivery, some have gone on too long, there is an uneven geographical spread 
of networks, many networks have no influence on policy, some have no 
ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎΣ ǎƻƳŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭƛǉǳŜǎΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƻƻ άƛƴǎƛǇƛŘέ ŀƴŘ 
officially controlled 
 
The phase 1 research also identified the Regional Implementation Plans as 
the key documents which should inform the development of the content of 
Network activities, in its role to help them succeed. 

 
These characteristics should be developed into a checklist to moderate the 
establishment of the face to face and website content for the Network and 
as a means of proofing its activities with the proposed Network Advisory 
Group. It should also feed into the establishment of the evaluation 
framework set out below. It should be in place within the next 6 months.  
 

10. Develop an evaluation framework for the Network. This should be based on 
best practice within the wide range of other networks. It should link back to 
the Regional Implementation arrangements and the work of the PMC 
providing scope to measure the actual contribution the Network has made to 
supporting their work. It should be put in place within the next 6 months. 
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Annex 1 
 

Key features, justification and components of a possible programme of best 
practice and website content 

 
It is clear that the sharing of best practice is seen by most players as the most 
significant role for the Network. 81% of telephone survey respondents saw positive 
potential for the development and sharing of best practice. In phase 1, the study of 
regional activity identified a number of examples of cross regional boundary 
working which can be built on in this context, the value of brokering learning 
between regions was also an issue raised by the regional delivery bodies in phase 1 
of the research. Over 90% of respondents to the telephone survey saw the sharing of 
best practice around: policy development, programme management and delivery 
as a key role for the network. Details of activity to promote good practice offered by 
telephone survey respondents included:  

 

 Publicity, such as press releases, case studies and demonstration 
projects; 

 Working at ground level, with advisors, small scale business support and 
communicating with the public; 

 Using networks, such as the  and Regional Practitioners Group; 

 Through project evaluations; 

 Inviting beneficiaries to present to a consultation group; 

Telephone survey and Focus Group respondents also established a challenge around 
the dissemination of good practice linked to the need to ensure that the unique 
circumstances in different regions which could mean best practice is not 
straightforwardly transferable are taken into account in promoting it. 

 
A second challenge which needs to be considered is avoiding undue complexity and 
information overload in promoting best practice. The development of effective 
summaries of best practice following the approach undertaken for example by 
RuSource which summarises 3-5 key rural documents per week is one example of 
good practice in this context. 

 
Examples of the type of best practice which might be shared were cited by 
respondents to the telephone survey as follows: 

 

 Support ς including practical support ς for beneficiaries, small 
organisations, practitioners, accountable bodies and Leader groups; 

 Monitoring, assessment and evaluation; providing an evidence base; 

 Raising awareness about the programme; 

 Using a bottom up approach and reducing bureaucracy; 

 Promoting collaborative working and cross boundary working; 

 Addressing local issues - supporting local and Leader delivery; 
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 Improving consistency between regions; providing strategic direction and a 
focus on regional priorities; 

 Providing links within Europe and raising awareness of inter-territorial 
opportunities; 

 Engaging with other networks and partners in a co-ordination role; 

 Signposting to funding, match funding and technical matters; 

 Developing programme and project links, as well as links between delivery 
bodies and RDAs/DEFRA 

Stakeholder views about the focus of the Network varied but there was a strong 
trend amongst telephone survey respondents of individuals who felt that the 
organisation should concentrate on the core business of the RDPE and not get 
diverted into non EU relevant areas of rural development. 

 
A range of approaches to assisting integration between the axes were flagged up by 
telephone survey respondents as follows: 

 

 case studies or case conferences; 

 an RDPE delivery group; 

 follow cross axis good practice seen in the East Midlands; 

 use the Leader approach; 

 joint meetings, or a formal accord, between FC and NE; 

 a single point of contact for axis integration. 

 
Key issues to consider in constructing the programme should be guided by the main 
reasons why respondents to both surveys value established networks. These were 
quoted as: 

 
Telephone survey 

 

 For information; 

 Activities are key locally, regionally or to the sector; 

 Network gives support or supports the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ organisationΩs 
delivery; 

 Relevance to the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ organisationΩs work; 

 Network shares the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ; 

 Simply useful or well-informed. 
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E-survey 
 

 Sharing of information between Network members is the activity that 
most people found valuable, with over 80% of respondents choosing this 
category;   

 60% value the provision of information online; 

 Training and networking opportunities were selected by over half of 
respondents;   

 The activity which was supported the least was online discussion groups, 
selected by only 14%.   

 
They should also be designed to ensure the maximum added value following the 
principles established by the telephone survey respondents. We quote the relevant 
section from the full report below: 
 
ά¢ƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǎǘ Ŏŀƭƭ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Network to have clarity of purpose, with defined 
objectives and a high level of relevance. Duplication was again cautioned, with many 
people advocating that the Network bŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ƻƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΥ άǘƘŜ w5t9 
[NŜǘǿƻǊƪϐ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ŦŜŜŘ ƻŦŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎέΦ   
 
The services to be included should be based on the approaches identified through 
the telephone and e-surveys. 
 

Table 3: E-Survey Responses - How would you like RDPE Network activities to be 
delivered?  

Conferences 52 

Seminars 58 

Field Trips 41 

Workshops  58 

Internet 82 

Discussion forums 42 

Newsletters 58 

Publications (e.g. case studies, project 
searches) 

45 

Number of responses 

 
Areas of content could include themes identified by the surveys as set out below: 
 

 Axis-specific topics e.g. Axis 1 - skills development; Axis 2 - soil, water, 

biodiversity; Axis 3 ς economic diversification; Axis 4 - Leader approaches; 

 Support for cross-axes working and integration, as well as innovation; 
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 tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ όάǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅέύ 

 Sharing information across regions and wider boundaries; 

 Support for potential beneficiaries to guide them through the application 

process; 

 Interpretation of EU regulations; 

 Generating an evidence base, access to data and a knowledge base of 

projects; 

 Practical support for partnerships, such as the possibility of making physical 

visits to build relationships;  

 Frequently Asked Questions; 

 Assistance to make European connections and develop co-operation projects; 

 Other specific topics such as climate change, cultural agendas, tourism 

woodlands. 

 
These areas of content should also be developed to take account of the range of 
activities pertinent to the RDPE which survey participants have been involved in as in 
the e-survey: 
 

 Involvement in Leader, including management / delivery of the programme, 

acting as a project delivery partner, and LAG development / membership; 

 Evaluation and policy development; 

 Communicating, promoting and disseminating information to partners and 

stakeholders; 

 Linkage with VCS organisations; 

 Administration of Rural Business Start-up grants; 

 Partner in RDPE Livestock Programme; 

 Liaising with the RDPE actors and sharing good practice;  

 Managing Agent for Skills element within RDAs; 

 Supporting community organisations to regenerate their locality via 

community enterprise and asset development; 

 Providing training for rural businesses and diversification; 

 Research into areas of interest to the Network, specifically looking at what 

skills are needed by practitioners to make sustainable communities happen. 

 
Finally, the programme content should take account of the approach brought out in 
the Focus Groups: 
 

 Should be pro-active and practically focused; 

 Should have a customer focus i.e. with the recipient of funding; 

 Needs to include all the Axes; 

 Can point to achievements and outputs delivered; 
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 Is flexible enough to respond to the emerging needs of those it engages; 

 A simple approach ς no jargon, waffle and acronyms. 



39 
 

Appendix A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Commission for Rural Communities 
 
Rural Development Programme for England (RDPE) 
Network: Market Research and Stakeholder 
Engagement Project 
 
Detailed Analysis 



40 
 

Introduction 
 
I.1 This report was prepared for the Commission for Rural Communities. Its role is to 

provide evidence to support the development of the Rural Development 
Programme for England Network. The provision of a Network is not only desirable 
it is a requirement of the funding received through the EU Rural Development 
Regulation. 

 
The report has two key roles ς it: 

 
iii. Scopes out the current RDPE policy priorities, programme 

management and implementation arrangements within each of the 
eight English regions; 

iv. Develops the CRCs understanding of stakeholder needs and 
expectations of the RDPE Network and their implications for informing 
the structure and activities of the Network.   

 
I.2 The preparation of the report involved two phases which were undertaken in 

parallel albeit with the early findings from the first elements of Phase 1 being 
used to inform and tweak thinking and approaches particularly to the surveys as 
Phase 2 proceeded. The phases were:  

 
 
ü Phase 1 ς a desk research exercise to record the regional RDPE management 

arrangements and consider how the Network can link with them and their  
governance and implementation processes; this involved interviews with 
delivery agencies, a review of key documentation and the mapping of current 
networks which are germane to the development of an RDPE network. 

 
ü Phase 2 ς two surveys ς one of 100 stakeholders by telephone and a second 

of 200 stakeholders by e-survey, supplemented by 3 Focus Groups attended 
by 27 stakeholders in total held in the East Midlands, North East and South 
West. 

 
The report was prepared between September 2008 and January 2009. 

 
I.3 The research was conducted by Globe Regeneration Limited and the Centre for 

Rural Economy at the University of Newcastle. The client manager from the 
Commission for Rural Communities (CRC) for the report was Rebecca Frost and 
she was supported by a small working group comprising Geoff Brown from 
Carnegie UK Trust and Justin Martin from CRC. Globe and CRE are pleased to 
record our thanks to all the stakeholders who participated in the development of 
the report (350 in all) and particularly to the working group and James Elliott of 
CRC who provided invaluable support in sourcing data and contacts for the survey 
work. 
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Background 
 
B.1 The Common Agricultural Policy has gradually evolved over the past two decades 

with a distinct shift in emphasis from support for farm production (Pillar one) 
towards wider rural development and environmental objectives (Pillar two). The 
EU Rural Development Regulation sets out a wide range of measures that can be 
deployed to achieve these wider objectives and each member state is required 
to prepare a plan of activity for approval by Brussels. The current Rural 
Development Programme for England covers the period of 2007-13. The RDR 
prescribes that funding should be distributed across 4 Axes with a minimum of 
10% applied to each of Axes 1-3 and 5% to Axis 4: 

 

Axis 1: Agriculture and forestry competitiveness 

Axis 2: Improving the countryside and environment 

Axis 3: Improving rural quality of life and economy 

Axis 4: Building capacity for employment and diversification (LEADER) 

 
B.2 Defra has decided that 80% of the available funding (the maximum permitted) 

should be allocated to Axis 2. A suite of agri-environment and woodland planting 
and management schemes are made available to farmers and landowners 
through Natural England and the Forestry Commission which act as the lead 
delivery bodies. The remaining 20% of funding has been allocated to the socio-
economic elements of the programme and this is managed by RDAs at the 
regional level. A distinctive feature of EU policy and programmes has been 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ΨōƻǘǘƻƳ ǳǇΩ ǎǘȅƭŜ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ 
characterized as the Leader approach. Whilst previously a separate programme, 
Leader has now become mainstreamed within the RDPE. Nevertheless the same 
principles of delivery on an area basis via a Local Action Group have been 
retained and the expectation is that Axis 4 projects and expenditure should be 
cross cutting and demonstrate integration across the other Axes 1 to 3. 

 
B.3 A nationally constituted Programme Monitoring Committee oversees the 

implementation of RDPE in England. 
 
B.4 Whilst not a factor in terms of this report there are other networks which relate 

to the distribution of RDR funding in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. 
There is also a national rural development programme Network for the UK - the 
UK National Rural Network. 
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B.5 Overall funding is significant with £3.9 billion committed to the RDPE between 
2007 and 2013. The resources to support the RDPE Network in England however 
are believed to be modest with perhaps £100,000 per annum available 
(excluding staff costs) to finance its activities.  
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Phase 1: Desk Research 
 

Report on Desk Study and Delivery Body Interviews 
 
D.1 The desk study represents the first phase of the market research as specified in 

the contract brief. The main task has been to review the Regional 
Implementation Plans (RIPs) and other key information sources in each of the 
eight English regions and summarize the respective approaches that have been 
taken towards design, management and implementation of the RDPE across the 
8 English regions. To supplement and amplify the findings of this review, the 
lead personnel of the main delivery agencies in each region have been 
interviewed. The research team have also carried out a broad rural network 
mapping exercise to help the CRC understand the context within which the RDPE 
Network will need to operate.  

 
D.2 The principle RDPE document in each region is the RIP and their preparation 

commenced in early 2006 followed by the submission of drafts and then final 
versions to Defra in 2007/2008. The process involved close collaboration 
between the RDAs, Natural England (NE), Forestry Commission (FC) and 
Government Offices (GOR) and widespread consultation with stakeholders. The 
documents follow a broadly similar structure including a detailed profile of the 
rural area, the identification of themes and priorities, an explanation of the 
intended governance and communication arrangements and procedures for 
monitoring the outcomes. These documents have a key role to play in helping 
develop the content of the Network and their importance is flagged up along 
with the need for a dialogue with the regional implementation groups at section 
of the report Action Plan. 

 
D.3 Most of the regions have produced and published a more concise and digestible 

User Guide (North East), Prospectus (SW) or Brochure (WM) ς see table 1. There 
is invariably a dedicated RDPE website in each region hosted by the RDA which 
provides information, progress reports and links often supplemented by an e- 
newsletter. The NE national website has information and guidance about the 
application process for Environmental Stewardship and the other agri-
environment schemes. Similarly the FC national website provides information on 
the EWGS and other schemes.  
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Table 4: Principal RDPE Documents  
 

Region Principal RDPE documents 

East of England RIP 

East Midlands 
RIP, EMDA and NE e-newsletters, RDPE information 
available via EMRAF Knowledge Network 

North East 
RIP, RDPE User Guide, RDPE Local Development Strategy 
Guidance, The New Leader Approach ς Rural 
Development Prospectus, RDPE Updates (e-newsletters) 

North West 

RIP 5 sub-regional implementation plans (Merseyside, 
Manchester, Lancs, Cheshire and Warrington and 
Cumbria), Leader Local Development Strategies, plans in 
place for an e-newsletter 

South East 
RIP, RDPE Leaflet, RDPE Prospectus, Explanatory leaflets 
for farmers, growers and foresters, for Leader and for 
ΨŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ 

South West 
RIP, RDPE Prospectus for SW businesses and 
communities (more brochures planned); RDPE Update 
(e-newsletter) circulated by RDA 

West Midlands RIP, RDPE Brochure, RDPE Flyer 

Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

RIP, RDPE Summary Factsheet, Factsheets on RDPE 
Programmes, RDPE Briefings by Yorkshire Forward 

 
Policy Themes and Priorities 

 
D.4 The four Axes and accompanying measures identified in the EU Rural 

Development Regulation (RDR)1 provide the foundation or starting point for the 
RIPs. Each document amplifies their chosen approach through the identification 
of themes that reflect the specific needs and priorities of the region and then 
explains how the resources allocated to each region under the RDPE will be 
applied to these themes and across the four Axes. The RIPs may be 
supplemented by more detailed Action Plans and in the West Midlands an 
Action Plan specifically addresses cross cutting activities. There is however 
limited room for discretion at regional level since almost 80% of the funds are 
already committed to annual payments to farmers under environmental 
stewardship or previous agri-environment schemes (Axis 2). Regions are 
however not universally applying all of the 27 measures that Defra has selected 
from the full list of 34 measures specified in the RDR. 

 
D.5 Natural England in each region have identified target areas in the RIP where 

applications to join the Environmental Stewardship (ES) Higher Level Scheme will 

                                                
1 The four Axes are (1) Improving the competitiveness of farming and forestry (2) improving the 
environment and countryside (3) improving the quality of life in rural areas and promoting economic 
diversification and (4) community led (LEADER) approach to rural development.  
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be more favourably considered. This is intended to maximise the environmental 
benefits of the limited funds available. Increasing reference can be expected to 
be made to how Axis 2 initiatives contribute towards the management of 
climate change. A national review of ES targeting has been conducted involving 
evidence gathering and consultation. The outcome has been announced and can 
be accessed via http://www.defra.gov.uk/erdp/schemes/es/es-report.pdf , this 
will feed into the decision making process. FC guidelines on grant aid for 
woodland creation and management are similarly set out in the RIP and have 
reference to the priorities set out in regional forestry strategies.      

 
D.6 It is perhaps inevitable that the RIPs devote most attention to the distribution of 

the 20% of funds which are available to address wider social and economic 
issues and which fall within the responsibility of the RDAs. The socio ς economic 
themes do not differ significantly between the regions with training and skills 
development; supply chain and added value initiatives; animal health and 
welfare; resource management and renewable energy; support for micro-
enterprises; sustainable tourism; and community capacity building all featuring 
strongly ς see table 2. Typically the regions have divided the funds evenly 
between Axes 1 and 3 i.e. roughly 10% each. A significant proportion of these 
funds have to be delivered via the Leader approach, since this is prescribed in 
the RDR, and in some regions this proportion is as high as one half (SE) or one 
third (NW).  

 
Table 5: RDPE Regional Implementation Plan (RIP) themes/priorities  
 

Region RIP Themes/priorities 

East of England 

1. Business efficiency 
2. New markets and products 
3. New businesses and enterprises in the rural economy 
4. Resource protection 
5. Conservation of the natural, built and historic 

environment 
6. Access and recreation 
7. Rural community capacity 

East Midlands 

1. Conserving and enhancing the environment and 
countryside  

2. Competitiveness, collaboration and diversification 
3. Enhancing opportunity and quality of life in rural areas 
4. Skills development 

North East 

1. Micro-enterprise development 
2. Bioenergy 
3. Sustainable farming and forestry 
4. Natural and cultural assets 
5. Sustainable communities 
6. Tourism and recreation 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/erdp/schemes/es/es-report.pdf
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North West 

1. Making agriculture and forestry more competitive and 
sustainable  

2. Conserving and enhancing the environment and 
countryside 

3. Enhancing opportunity and quality of life in rural areas 
4. Developing skills, knowledge transfer and capacity 

building 

South East 

1. Meeting UK biodiversity targets 
2. Mitigating and adapting to climate change 
3. Quality food sales 
4. Adding value to forestry products 
5. Rural tourism 
6. Skills development 
7. Innovation, entrepreneurship and collaboration 
8. Assisting the livestock sector  
9. Leader approach 

South West 

1. Skills development 
2. Sustainable rural tourism 
3. Biodiversity and landscape 
4. Social enterprise 
5. Business support 
6. Community led development 
7. Supply chain and adding value 
8. Resource management  

West Midlands 

1. Enhancing the value of the countryside 
2. Developing a diverse and dynamic business base 
3. Learning and skills improved 
4. Creating the conditions for growth 
5. Achieving fair access to services for all 
6. Securing vibrant, active, inclusive and sustainable 

communities  
 

Ψ/ƭǳǎǘŜǊ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŦƻǊ !²a !Ȅƛǎ м ŀƴŘ о ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ 
(environmental technologies; food and drink; tourism and 
leisure; livestock industry development) 

Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

1. Rural Business Start-up 
2. Rural Enterprise Investment Programme 
3. Land Skills Programme 
4. LEADER 
5. Enhancing the value of the countryside  
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Programme Management 
 
D.7 In most regions (not Yorkshire & Humberside (YH) and the South East (SE) there 

is a formally constituted co-ordinating body variously described as a Programme 
Management Group / Implementation Group / Steering Group / Partners Group 
ς see Table 3. We have identified the importance of engaging with these groups 
in section 1 of the report Action Plan. These typically comprise the three lead 
delivery agencies and normally the GOR (Government Office for the Regions). 
There is no set pattern regarding the chairmanship or secretariat for the Groups 
and this sometimes rotates. The core membership is sometimes supplemented 
by other organisations such as the EA and in one region, North West (NW), the 
RAF (Rural Affairs Forum) takes the chair. Arrangements have also been made by 
some to co-opt representatives of other regional bodies or to form sub groups 
to take forward more detailed work - South West (SW). The Groups meet 
regularly (quarterly or 6 weekly) and in some but not all regions the agenda and 
minutes are posted on the regional RDPE websites. MorŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ΨƪŜŜǇ ƛƴ 
ǘƻǳŎƘΩ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ Ƴŀȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ŀƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ όƻǊ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦύ ǘƘŜǎŜ DǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜ 
joint working, help to build trust and to organize workshops and training 
sessions  - East of England (EE). The RDAs, Forestry Commission and NE also 
have their own internal management arrangements to track progress with the 
RDPE.   

 
Table 6: RDPE Management Arrangements 
 

Region Management arrangements  

East of England RDPE Steering Group (NE, EEDA and FC) 

East Midlands Programme Management Group (EMDA, NE, FC, GOEM) 

North East RDPE Programme Delivery Group (ONE, FC, NE, GONE) 

North West 
RDPE Delivery Group (RDA, NE, FC up until recently chaired 
by NWRAF) 

South East 
No over-arching management group (but is being 
discussed). Have Regional Appraisal Panels for socio-
economic (non-Leader) and Leader project applications 

South West 
Regional Implementation Group (SWRDA, NE, FC, GOSW 
[chair], EA and other key stakeholders 

West Midlands RDPE Partners Group (currently being set-up)  

Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

No over-arching management group. Have Assessment 
Panels for different parts of the RDPE 

 
D.8 There are contrasting approaches and mechanisms for stakeholder engagement 

in the RDPE. In some regions, East Midlands (EM), WM, there is a formal 
Consultation Group or Forum at regional level but not in others ς see table 4. 
Where they do operate it provides a formal conduit for monitoring programme 
delivery, the exchange of information and promotion of good practice. It is 
noteworthy that in some regions the RAF has been invited to play a pivotal role 
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(EM, EE). The presentation of case studies is a prominent and regular feature on 
the agenda of the EM Regional Consultation Group which meets three times a 
year and is organised by the EMRAF. The bi-annual conferences organised by the 
SW Chamber of Rural Enterprise (SW Core) provide a similar opportunity. We 
ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ άǇƛƎƎȅ ōŀŎƪέ ƻƴ 
existing regional arrangements in Recommendation 2 of the report. 

 
Table 7: RDPE Stakeholder Arrangements 
 

Region Stakeholder engagement arrangements  

East of England 

Regional Rural Delivery Forum (sub-group of RAF), 
wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ΨƪŜŜǇ-in-ǘƻǳŎƘΩ ƎǊƻǳǇ όb9Σ C/Σ bC¦Σ /[!ύΣ b9 Ƙŀǎ 
partners group (includes stakeholders interested in 
delivery) 

East Midlands 
Regional Consultation Group (e.g. NFU, CLA, EM 
Environment Link, Regional Biodiversity Forums, National 
Trust); close working with EMRAF Knowledge Network 

North East Web, e-newsletters, stakeholder events 

North West 
E-newsletter planned, communication/promotion by 
Leader groups and other sub-regional partners 

South East 
Web, e-newsletters, seminars, Leader approval panel 
includes range of stakeholders (e.g. CLA, NFU, Tourism SE, 
SFFS, SE Rural Community Councils) 

South West 
SW Core (South West Chamber of Rural Enterprise) 
Rural Development Gateway 
Rural Enterprise Gateway 

West Midlands 

RDPE Stakeholders Group, Rural Hubs (important in 
promoting RDPE, acting as a sounding board to provide 
feedback on approaches to RDPE in the WM, and working 
with local partners) 

Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Web, RDPE briefings, RDPE information sharing sessions 

 
 D.9 Most of the regions have produced or intend to produce a Communications Plan 

for the RDPE. There is a wide variety of communication methods in use for 
promoting the Programme and keeping stakeholders informed. These include 
leaflets, press articles, attendance at County shows and marts, dedicated 
websites as well as e-newsletters and updates produced by the lead agencies. 
Similar services operated by partner bodies are also utilized such as those of the 
EMRAF Knowledge Network, SW Core, the WM rural hubs and NFU and CLA 
newsletters. 

 
D.10 The regions have all developed systems that will enable Programme 

expenditure and outputs to be monitored against RIP targets and to meet 
5ŜŦǊŀΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜŘ ōȅ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ǇǊƻ-
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formas which the lead agencies complete and present on a regular basis to their 
Implementation Group (SW) as well as an operational manual that explains what 
is required (NW). The formulation of indicators that can demonstrate the extent 
of integration across the Axes has been highlighted in this report as a current 
challenge. 

 
D.11 Arrangements are now being made by some RDAs (WM) to take over 

responsibilities for the distribution of RDPE funds from the Rural Payments 
Agency.    

 
Implementation  

D.12 In line with Defra guidance all of the RIPs have been framed to encourage larger 
scale projects and more collaborative activity compared to the predecessor 
Programme. In each region therefore a number of strategic level schemes have 
already been devised and substantial funds allocated, particularly in relation to 
business support, farm resource efficiency, skills enhancement in the land based 
sector, and supply chain development in the livestock, fruit/vegetables and 
woodfuels sectors. There are however different approaches to delegation with 
some RDAs contracting out much of the delivery of these projects to a variety of 
agents and partners including Business Link and LANTRA ς see Table 5. 
Signposting and facilitation services have also been devolved as in the case of 
SWCore and the five County-based rural hubs in the WM. Also in the WM a rural 
enterprise grant scheme for small businesses is being administered region wide 
by Herefordshire County Council. In the North East the RDA has chosen to out 
station a member of the RDPE team in two of the Sub Regional Partnerships 
whilst a similar secondment operates between SEEDA and the FC. This contrasts 
with the practice in other regions (EM, EE) of retaining more of the project 
delivery in house.  
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Table 8: RDPE Strategic Partners 
 

Region Main strategic partners  

East of England 
Woodfuel East (with FC); currently in process of 
appointing a partner to deliver skills project 

East Midlands 
In process of appointing a managing agent to deliver the 
vocational training and skills programme 

North East 

Business Link North East (North East England Investment 
Centre ς support for micro enterprises), Lantra (land-
based skills programme), Rural Development Initiatives 
(bio-energy) 

North West 
ADAS (livestock programme) and Business Link (business 
planning support) 

South East 

SE RIP lists main regional partners working with SEEDA, 
FC and NE (e.g. EA, English Heritage, FWAG, Rural 
Community Councils, Farmer Controlled Businesses 
[FCBs]) 

South West 

Region-wide Vocational Training Scheme operated by 
Duchy College, delivery of SW Agricultural Resource 
Management (SWARM) routed by the Rural Enterprise 
Gateway, delivery of social enterprise project is via a 
Community and Social Enterprise Regional Service. 

West Midlands 

Rural Capital Grants Scheme administered by 
Herefordshire Council 
Rural Hubs are applying to be first point of contact for 
ǘƘŜ Ψ9ƴŀōƭƛƴƎ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ 
AWM working with Lantra on the skills programme  

Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Lantra (Landskills programme) 
Business Link (Rural Business Start-up programme) 

 
D.13 A great deal of importance has been attached to mechanisms that will secure 

integration across the Axes (we identify the importance of this as key area of 
emphasis within the Network programme in the Annex attached to the report 
Action Plan) recognising the constraints presented by several lead agencies and 
the longer lead in time that has been needed for the socio economic elements. 
Nevertheless there is a firm intention in some regions (YH, SE) to target the 
new EWGS on economic regeneration areas or locations where public access is 
a priority. Integration is also being assisted through close consultation between 
lead agencies as major projects are developed and assigning, where possible, a 
NE and FC representative to each of the LAGs. NE field staff are also able to 
signpost farmers to other funding streams of the RDPE. It is early days in the 
Programme and it remains to be seen whether other more radical measures 
such as the funding of projects from more than one Axis or making Axis 2 funds 
available to LAGs might be introduced.   
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D.14 In addition to the showcasing of case studies (D.8) as a means of developing 
and sharing good practice, most regions have arranged training days for 
Business Link personnel and LAGs in particular or there are regular meetings of 
a practitioners group which brings together rural business account managers, 
LANTRA and EFFP etc. A similar arrangement has been adopted by the FC in 
ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ό¸Iύ. We believe this is a particularly 
effective approach and should be encouraged in all regions.      

 
D.15 There is also evidence of some cross boundary working on projects. A good 

example of this is a healthy livestock initiative in the SW which is linking with 
West Wales where there is good experience of operating a similar scheme 
bringing together vets, levy bodies, sector groups and educational 
establishments. The FC are also establishing a cross region grant scheme for 
the YH / EM area and in all of the regions there is either one or two Leader 
areas which straddle the regional boundary.  

 
Leader / Axis 4 
 
D.16 There has been a standard and competitive approach taken towards the 

creation of Leader territories involving an initial Expression of Interest, 
preparation of Local Development Strategies and final submission of Business 
Plans. The timetable for the confirmation and formation of the respective LAGs 
has therefore become somewhat protracted and the rate of progress in the 
regions has differed see Table 6. As many as 14 or 15 LAGs have now been 
approved in some regions (SE and SW) compared to as few as five in the North 
East although the latter territories are substantial and at least 80% of the 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘΦ Lƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ Ƙŀǎ 
been more selective with much less territorial coverage; the six LAGs approved 
in the WM will cover about 45% of the rural area. Elsewhere a two stage 
process has been adopted with a second tranche of applications from 
prospective LAGs awaiting confirmation (NW and EM).         
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Table 9: Leader Local Action Groups - LAGs 
 

Region Leader Local Action Groups (LAGs) 

East of England 

1. Greensand Ridge 
2. The Brecks 
3. The Fens Adventures Partnership 
4. The Eastern Plateau 
5. Norfolk Coast and Broads 
6. Waveney Valley 

 

East Midlands 

1. Peak Rural Action Zone, Derbyshire (joint with West 
Midlands) 

2. Bolsover and North East Derbyshire 
3. Lindsey Action Zone ς East Lindsey and West Lindsey, 

Lincolnshire 
4. Coastal Action Zone Partnership, Lincolnshire 

 
Second round of applications invited in September 2008 to 
be announced early 2009 

North East 

1. Northumberland Coast and Lowlands 
2. Northumberland Uplands 
3. North Pennines and Dales 
4. East Durham 
5. North York Moors, Coast and Hills (joint with Yorkshire 

and the Humber) 

North West 

1. Fells and Dales (Cumbria) 
2. Solway, Border and Eden 
3. Pennine Lancashire 
4. West Lancashire 
5. North Lancashire 
6. Merseyside 
7. Cheshire Marches/Northern Marches (joint with West 

Midlands) 
8. Pennine Prospects (joint with Yorkshire and the Humber)  
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South East 

1. Aylesbury Vale and Rural Milton Keynes 
2. Chilterns (joint with East of England) 
3. ΨCƛŜƭŘŦŀǊŜΩ ²ƛƴŎƘŜǎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 9ŀǎǘ IŀƳǇǎƘƛǊŜ 
4. Isle of Wight 
5. Kent Downs and Marshes 
6. Loddon and Eversley 
7. New Forest 
8. North Wessex Downs (joint with South West) 
9. South Oxfordshire 
10. Surrey Hills 
11. Sussex Downs and Low Weald 
12. Three Harbours and a Coastal Plain 
13. Weald and Rother 
14. West Kent  

South West 

1. Clay Country 
2. East Cornwall Local Action Group 
3. West Cornwall Together 
4. Isles of Scilly Local Action Group 
5. South Devon Coastal Local Action Group 
6. Greater Dartmoor Local Action Group 
7. Forest of Dean Local Strategic Partnership 
8. Salisbury Plan Local Action Group 
9. Western Somerset Local Action Group 
10. Blackdown Hills and East Devon Local Action Group 
11. Leader 4 Torridge and North Devon 
12. Somerset Levels and Moors Local Action Group 
13. Sowing SEEDS (North Dorset/South Wilts) 
14. Chalk and Cheese (South and West Dorset) 
15. North Wessex Downs 

West Midlands 

1. Shropshire Hills 
2. Rural Staffordshire 
3. North Warwickshire 
4. Central Warwickshire 
5. Rural Worcestershire 
6. Rural Herefordshire 
7. Northern Marches (joint with North West)  
8. Peak District (joint wit East Midlands) 

Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

1. Pennine Prospects Leader (joint with North West) 
2. Yorkshire Dales Leader group 
3. North York Moors, Coast and Hills Leader (joint with 

North East) 
4. East Peak Innovation Partnership 
5. Coast, Wolds, Wetlands and Waterways 
6. North Lincolnshire Rural Local Action Group 

 



54 
 

D.17 The creation of Leader networks at different levels (sub-regional, regional, 
national and international) was a characteristic feature of previous Rural 
Development Programmes. The Leader ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ΨƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳŜŘΩ ōǳǘ 
previous liaison arrangements are either continuing to informally operate or 
there are indications from the emerging LAGs of a strong appetite for 
networking and joint activity.      

 
D.18 Local Authorities normally act as the accountable bodies for the LAGs although 

arms length Regeneration Companies can fulfil the same role (SW). Following 
the successful conclusion of their contract negotiations many of the LAGs have 
progressed quickly to the appointment of project staff. 

 
 
Rural Networks ς findings of the mapping exercise 
 
D.19 The RDPE process has led to the creation of wide and comprehensive 

stakeholder networks in each region. The RIPs may provide a full list of 
consultees (133 organisations in the SW document) whilst the RDPE mail-base 
in each region may have a very wide reach (3000 individuals in the SE). In order 
to help in positioning the new RDPE Network within its operational landscape 
research was undertaken to map established rural networks and/or those 
organisations which are heavily engaged in networking activity in the rural 
development field. The information was compiled from a variety of sources: 

 

 Direct web search 

 Desk research including interviews with lead agencies 

 Information emerging from the telephone survey and e-survey about the 
location and use of networks 

 

D.20 The networks have been divided into three broad categories ς those operating 
at a national level, those operating at a regional level and those operating at a 
local level. Most of those listed below fall into the first category whilst those in 
the third category should be regarded as purely illustrative. It would have been 
possible to continue unearthing local networks on an exponential basis but the 
view was taken that as the RDPE Network is likely to have the greatest 
resonance at a regional and national level drilling down below that had limited 
utility.  
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National Networks 
 
D.21 The following organisations and networks have been identified at the national 

level: 
 

 Academy for Sustainable Communities 

 Development Trust Association 

 Farming Futures 

 Institute of Agricultural Management 

 LANTRA 

 National Rural 

 Plunkett Foundation 

 RBAT - Rural Business Advice and Training 

 RELU ς Rural Economy and Land Use Programme 

 Rural Excellence ς Local Govt Improvement Agency Rural Authorities 
Network 

 Soil Association 

 Sustainable Development Research Network (SDRN) 

 Carnegie Trust UK 

 The Rural Index 

 UHI Policy Web 

 Joseph Rowntree Foundation 

 Rural Evidence Research Centre 

 ACRE 

 Action for Market Towns 

 Brew Centre for Local Authorities 

 Coastal Communities 

 Defra Community Halls for Rural People 

 Defra Rural Pathfinders Network 

 Farm Crisis Network 

 Farm Management Association 

 Housing Corporation Rural Housing Advisory Group 

 Inter Authorities Group (IAG) 

 Leader+ Network 

 Local Authority Recycling Advisory Committee 

 Local Government Rural Network 

 National Association for AONBs 

 National Association of Local Councils (NALC) 

 Planning Officers Society (POS) 

 RTPI Rural Planning Network 

 Rural Community Action Network 

 Rural Stress Information Network 

 Rural Youth Network 

 Country Land & Business Association 

 England Forest Industries Partnership 
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 Forestry Contractors Association 

 National Farmers Network 

 National Farmers Union 

 National Federation of Young Farmers Clubs 

 Rural Services Network 

 Ruralnet| uk 

 RuSource 

 The National Federation of Young Farmers' Clubs (NFYFC) 

 The Small & Family Farms Alliance 

 Women in Rural Enterprise 

 ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ Food & Farming Union 

 Tenant Farmers Association 
 
D.22 These organisations cover a wide range of themes and interests spread over the 

four RDPE axes. They include long established research institutions such as 
Plunkett and Carnegie, trade associations and membership organisations (CLA, 
NFU, FCA etc), agencies that connect and represent local government bodies 
(IDeA, NALC) or broad communication forums such as the Rural Services 
Network and Rural|n et. A number of these networks have regional 
manifestations that may act more or less independently of their parent body. 
We establish the importance of developing a networking protocol at section 3 
of the report Action Plan. 

 
 Regional Networks  
 
D.23 The research revealed the following organisations and networks that are active 

at the regional level: 
 

 Acre Networks  (8) 

 East Midlands Market Towns Network 

 South East Rural Partnership 

 South East Rural Towns Partnership 

 South West Market Towns Forum 

 South West Transitional Towns Forum 

 Regional Affairs Forums (8) 

 West Midlands Market Town Network 

 West Midlands Rural Accord 

 Creative Economy Network South West 

 Regional Information Partnerships or Observatories (8) 

 Regional Food Groups (8) 

 South West Chamber for Rural Enterprise 

 South West Land Management Group 

 South West Regional Environment Network 

 South West Regional Woods and Forestry Framework 

 Sustainable Food and Farming Strategy Boards (8) 

 West Midlands Rural Network 
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 Regional Forestry Forums or Advisory Committees (8) 
 
D.24 This list does not purport to be comprehensive and does not include the 

networks that have been created specifically to advise on or act as a 
consultation or reporting mechanism for the RDPE including LEADER. 
Significantly perhaps, the Regional Affairs Forums were universally referred to 
in the interviews with the lead agencies. The mapping exercise has identified a 
number of other common regional networks based around organisations such 
as Rural Community Councils, speciality food groups or the farming and 
forestry sectors. The list appears to identify a number of unique networks e.g. 
in relation to Market Towns or the Environment but these may well have their 
equivalents in other regions. 

 
D.25 Interestingly, below the national leǾŜƭ ƻƴƭȅ ǘǿƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ άƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭέ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ 

have been identified that were created for the specific purpose of promoting 
learning and the exchange of good practice in the field of rural development: 

 

 Northern Rural Network ς which has operated since 2000/01 across the 
three northern regions and has over 1000 members  

 Network for Rural Economies and Strategies ς which is around 18 
months old and has just over 100 network members with a focus on the 
East Midlands. 

D.26 Many regional networks mirror the national picture in terms of distribution of 
themes and interests. On the basis of the incidence of regional networks that 
are likely to have counterparts elsewhere there are probably two to three 
times as many regional stakeholder networks as those listed.   

 
Local Networks 
 
D.27 A sample number of networks operating at the local level have been identified 

through the avenues set out above. The list includes a small number of the 
Rural Community Councils which obviously operate in all of the English regions. 

 

 Cornwall Housing Partnership 

 Devon Rural Housing Partnership 

 Devon Rural Network 

 Herefordshire Rural Hub 

 Lincolnshire Agriculture and Horticulture Forum 

 Shropshire Rural Hub 

 Cheshire and Warrington Rural Partnership 

 Community Council Devon 

 Community First - Wiltshire and Swindon RCC 

 Cumbria Farmers Network 

 Eden Engagement Practitioners Group 

 Norfolk Rural Business Advice Service 

 Northumberland Rural Voices 
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 Upper Teesdale Agricultural Support Service 

 Voluntary Action Cumbria 

 Federation of Northumberland Development Trusts 
 
D.28 The main function of the local networks is to provide support and facilitate 

interaction between organisations and individuals with a common set of 
interests such as housing, farming or rural services and / or that have a strong 
geographical focus.  

 
D.29 The headline figure from this research is that there are potentially around 150 

networks and organisations operating at the national and regional level with 
which the new RDPE Network could seek to interact. A clear requirement in 
making use of this research will be to establish which of these networks have 
directly overlapping roles and responsibilities and so merit a close working 
relationship and those that can be treated as being more peripheral.  

 
D.30 It is not unreasonable to estimate that there may be as many again and 

probably more (200+) networks, forums and organisations operating at the 
local level which are dedicated to activities which in one way or another will 
relate to the RDPE. For strategic and logistical reasons the design of the RDPE 
Network will have to take into account how it can effectively engage and 
interface with these networks. Inevitably perhaps this will have to be 
accomplished in partnership with those umbrella organisations operating at 
the national and regional levels  

 
 Role of the RDPE Network 
 
D.31 As demonstrated by the analysis above there is a complex web of networks that 

connect organisations in the field of rural development into which the RDPE 
Network must be positioned and establish a clear role. Essentially, the Network 
must add value to the RDPE by facilitating the exchange of experience and 
good practice between those delivering and participating in the Programme. 
The potential for duplication is a real one but so is the scope for positive 
collaboration.  

 
D.32 As part of the process of assembling information on the design, management 

and implementation of the RDPE key personnel within the lead agencies in 
each region have been interviewed. The interviews were concluded by seeking 
general observations on the requirement to establish the Network including 
the potential upsides and downsides. The observations of delivery agencies are 
summarised here and are picked up as key elements to take into account in the 
building of the Network programme of activities in the Annex to the report 
Action Plan and the report recommendations: 

 

 The delivery of RDPE has a strong regional focus and so the aims and 
mechanics of the Network will need to be discussed with each of the 
Regional Implementation Groups.  
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 There are many active networks in place at the regional and sub-regional 
level all with different agendas and remits. In areas which have been 
labelled as disadvantaged the EU funding which has been received over 
many years has created considerable capacity for positive networking 
and collaborative action and this may not be so strongly embedded 
elsewhere.   

 Existing networks and communication channels exist that enable projects 
to be showcased. The Network should therefore concentrate on strategic 
matters connected with overall programme design and delivery at the 
national and international level.  

 The Network must be relevant, involve the right people and not become 
a talking shop. It should facilitate learning between regions, including 
connecting groups that share common interests, and promote cross axis 
working.  

 A Leader sub set of the national Network might be appropriate though 
this needs to synchronise with the arrangements that are already in place 
or emerging at the regional and sub regional level.   

 It must be recognised that rural development extends much wider than 
the RDPE and that the Programme will be unable to influence many of 
the issues affecting rural economies and communities. 

 There is a strong risk of the Network lacking any clear identity. The 
organisations leading on the RDPE are good at sharing information and 
working in partnership. There are also close relationships with external 
ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ w!CΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳre should not be 
undermined. 

 There may be some political sensitivity if the perception is given that the 
Network will be used to critically review delivery practices in a particular 
region or that scarce resources for technical assistance are being applied 
to the creation of the Network which could be better deployed 
elsewhere. 
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Phase 2: Surveys 
  

Introduction 
 
Phase 2 of the report involved two surveys; a telephone interview survey of 101 key 
stakeholders and an electronic survey of 202 stakeholders. The sample for both 
surveys was developed on a geographically and sectorally (in terms of all 4 RDPE 
axes) representative basis.  
 
These surveys have played a key role in helping establish a robust and dynamic 
overview of the key issues and messages to be addressed in establishing the 
Network and its programme of activities. 
 
Telephone Survey Results 
 
Cohort Overview 
 

Information provided by respondents 
 

Basic Information provided 
Number of 
responses 

% of cohort 

Name 101 100% 

Title 89 88.1% 

Name of Organisation 101 100% 

Region 100 99.0% 

Telephone Number 100 99.0% 

E-mail 99 98.0% 

Organisation Type 101 100% 

Total respondents 101 100% 

 
S.1 A high proportion of interviewees gave their personal and professional details. A 

greater proportion of telephone interviewees provided their telephone number 
than in the e-survey. 
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Geographic distribution of respondents 
 

Region 
Number of 
Responses 

East Midlands 13 

East of England 9 

North East 10 

North West 11 

South East 13 

South West 13 

West Midlands 13 

Yorkshire and the Humber 12 

National 7 

Number of respondents 100 

 
S.2 The East Midlands, West Midlands, South East and South West are equally 

represented, each with 13% of the sample.   
 

Regional composition of cohort 

 
Based on responses from 101 respondents 
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Interest in RDPE Axes 
 

Axis 
Number of 
Responses 

Axis 1 37 

Axis 2 41 

Axis 3 45 

Axis 4 49 

Total responses 172 

Number of respondents 96 

 
S.3 Slightly over 50% of respondents selected Axis 4, with just fewer than 50% 

choosing Axes 2 and 3, and fewer than 40% opting for Axis 1. As shown by the 
large number of responses relative to the number of respondents, many 
interviewees expressed an interest in more than one axis, and indeed 20 people 
selected all axes. Proportionately, the North East chose the greatest number of 
axes, with an average of 2 per person, although all regions averaged at least 1.5 
per person. We have picked out the importance of recognizing this as a key 
emphasis in the development of the content of the Network communication 
plan in section 4 of the Action Plan section of this report. 

 
S.4 ! ōǊŜŀƪŘƻǿƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƎƛǾŜǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ 

flavour of the level of importance of different and multiple axes:  
 

.ǊŜŀƪŘƻǿƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎΩ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ !Ȅƛǎ όƻǊ !ȄŜǎύ 
 

Axis selected 
Number of 

Respondents 

Axis 1 only 7 

Axis 2 only 17 

Axis 3 only 13 

Axis 4 only 26 

2 or 3 axes 13 

All axes 20 

No axis 5 

Number of interviewees 101 
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S.5 Roughly equal numbers of people from each region chose all axes. 3 people from 
the South East chose Axis 1 only and a further 3 chose Axis 3 only, but none from 
this region selected only Axis 2. Axis 2 alone was selected by 3 respondents from 
each of the East Midlands, East of England and the North West. Although the 
most popular choice was Axis 4 only, this category was not selected by nationally 
based organisations. 

 
Percentage of respondents selecting each Axis (or combination of Axes) 

 
Based on responses from 101 respondents 

 
S.6 A comparison of Axis preference by region shows the South West taking the 

highest level of interest in Axis 4, with 77% of respondents from this region 
selecting this axis. The least popular axis was Axis 1, with only the South West 
having more than 4 respondents showing an interest in this area.   

 
S.7 Proportionately, Axis 2 was selected most by those in the East of England and 

National category, but least by interviewees in the South East and South West. 
Axis 4 was supported most strongly by the North East. 
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Responses to Axis by Region, showing percentages and absolute values 
 

  Axis 1 * Axis 2 * Axis 3 * Axis 4 * 
Total 

response
s 

Number of 
Respondent

s 

East Midlands 23% 3 46% 6 38% 5 46% 6 20 13 

East of 
England 

33% 3 56% 5 33% 3 44% 4 15 9 

National 57% 4 57% 4 43% 3 29% 2 13 7 

North East 40% 4 50% 5 60% 6 50% 5 20 10 

North West 36% 4 45% 5 45% 5 45% 5 19 11 

South East 54% 7 23% 3 46% 6 38% 5 21 13 

South West 31% 4 23% 3 38% 5 77% 10 22 13 

West 
Midlands 

31% 4 31% 4 46% 6 46% 6 20 13 

Yorkshire and 
the Humber 

33% 4 50% 6 50% 6 50% 6 22 12 

Total 37% 37 41% 41 45% 45 49% 49 172 101 

 
* Percentage represents the number of responses for each axis as a percentage of the number of 
respondents in each region 

 
Organisational role in rural development 
 
S.8 Every person interviewed provided details of their organisatiƻƴΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ 

development. Many areas were cited, but key themes which emerged were 
working in partnership and supporting other organisations. More specifically, 
roles included: 

 

 Working in partnership, whether public or private; local, regional or 
national 

 Overseeing, managing, monitoring or delivering programmes / grant 
schemes / accountable body functions 

 Involvement in Leader strategy, delivery and LAGs 

 Delivering parts of the RDPE or ensuring access to it 

 Advising organisations including businesses, farming communities and 
community groups in areas such as sustainability and funding 

 Involvement in scrutiny  and policy development / implementation / 
lobbying 

 Economic development 

 Research, training and education 

 5ŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ 59Cw!Ωǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ 
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 Sector specific roles - championing culture; supporting forestry and 
woodland; protecting the natural environment; tourism; market towns; 
coastal development 

 
Organisation Type 
 
S.9 The following table shows a breakdown of the cohort by type of organisation. 
 

Organisation Type of respondents 
 

Organisation Type 
Number of 
Responses 

Local Government 21 

Trade Association 0 

Academic Institution 6 

Regional Government/Government Agency 33 

Third Sector (inc RCCs) 8 

Partnership Body (e.g. LAGs and RAFs) 15 

National Government 6 

Professional Institute 0 

Cultural Organisation 3 

Membership Body (e.g. NFU/CLA) 3 

Other 6 

Number of respondents 101 

 
Composition of cohort by Organisation Type 

 
Based on responses from 101 respondents 
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S.10 The organisational sector best represented with reference to telephone 
interviews was Regional Government and Government agencies. Indeed, over 
50% of the cohort was composed of Local or Regional Government, a greater 
proportion than in the e-survey, in which around 25% of the sample came from 
these sectors. The Third Sector made up 8% of the telephone survey cohort, 
compared with 26% in the e-survey. 

 
S.11 с҈ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƎŀǾŜ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

types: 
 

 Public private partnership 

 Independent Public Body 

 Independent RDA-funded body 

 Charity Group 

 Private business 

 
S.12 Variations between different regions in terms of the types of organisations 

represented were as follows: 
 

 Regional Government was best represented in the East Midlands and the 
South East, with 15% of that category in each region. All regions, with the 
exception of the smaller cohort of National organisations, featured at 
least 3 interviewees based in Regional Government. 

 The North West had the greatest proportion of interviewees from Local, 
Regional or National government, with 82% coming from these 
categories. The lowest level of representation (50%) from these 
government sectors was seen in the North East. 

 
Involvement in RDPE or predecessor programmes 
 
S.13 98% of interviewees indentified at least one area of interest or involvement in 

the RDPE or its predecessor programme the ERDP. Many were involved in 
more than one of the activities listed, with an average of 2 areas selected per 
person.   
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What is your interest or involvement in the RDPE or its predecessor ERDP? 
 

Involvement in RPDE 
Number of 
Responses 

Direct involvement in RDPE policy / delivery / management 74 

Consultee on RDPE policy / delivery / management 39 

Potential recipient of funding 33 

Representing organisations or individuals that may receive 
funding 

41 

Interested observer 28 

Total responses 215 

Number of respondents 99 

 
Percentage of respondents who have an interest or involvement in the RDPE 

 
Based on 215 responses from 99 respondents 

 
S.14 Almost 75% of respondents are (or have been) directly involved with the 

current (or previous) programme. The highest level of direct involvement was 
seen in the South West, with all but one interviewee from this region 
responding positively. Yorkshire and the Humber was the region showing the 
greatest number of people in a consultee role or as a recipient of funding. The 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ΨǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ 
ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ōȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bƻǊǘƘ ²Ŝǎǘ. Looking 
across all areas of involvement by region, the North West gave the greatest 
number of responses (35), with the smallest coming from the East of England 
(16). 

 
S.15 Many respondents commented on their role in representing other 

organisations, running projects or delivering a Leader programme. One 
comment from a body delivering Leader in the North West described their 
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desire to be more involved but felt the perception that policy, delivery and 
management would be taking place on a regional and national level. 

 
Sharing Good Practice 
 
S.16 The next section of the questionnaire asked interviewees for their views on the 

usefulness of sharing good practice. The next table summarises the results. 
 
        How useful would it be to share good practice and experience about aspects of 

the RDPE? 
 

RDPE activity 
very 

useful 
useful 

not 
useful 

don't 
know 

Number of 
Responses 

Policy development e.g. setting 
priorities, allocating funds 

54 37 7 3 101 

The management of the programme 
e.g. communications, co-ordination 
of funding streams, monitoring, 
reporting and evaluation  

54 38 7 1 100 

The development and delivery of 
specific RDPE funded projects 

40 52 4 5 101 

Number of respondents 101 

 
 

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
RDPE

                                                                                         Based on responses from 101 respondents 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ΨŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΩ 

 
S.17 There was overwhelming support on this question, with over 90% of the cohort 

ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨǳǎŜŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΩ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ 
aspects of good practice (see recommendation 3). Many respondents 
expanded on their views, with some calling for case studies featuring examples 
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of both good and bad practice. Many organisations were conscious of the need 
to add value and avoid duplication. Some suggested incorporating evaluation 
as a tool from the start of the programme rather than relying on an ex ante 
evaluation. 

 
S.18 However some highlighted the need for careful co-ordination and effective 

disseminŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ΨƻǾŜǊƭƻŀŘΩ όǿŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 
being sensitive to this issue in the Annex of the Action Plan section of the 
report). A number of people raised the issue of regional differences in 
approach, and in the areas of prioritisation and policy development, all of 
which could present challenges for a national network.   

 
Priorities for the RDPE Network 
 
S.19 aƻǾƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΣ ǿŜ ŀǎƪŜŘΣ ά!ǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴȅ 

other topics or areas which you think the Network might usefully cover?έ Most 
interviewees engaged with this question, and we summarise the responses 
below (the importance of taking account of these responses in shaping the 
Network programme is set out in the Annex to the Action Plan section of the 
report): 

 

 Axis-specific topics e.g. Axis 1 - skills development; Axis 2 - soil, water, 

biodiversity; Axis 3 - diversification; Axis 4 - Leader approaches 

 Support for cross-axis working and integration, as well as innovation 

 tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ όάǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅέύ 

 Sharing information across regions and wider boundaries 

 Support for potential beneficiaries to guide them through the application 

process 

 Interpretation of EU regulations 

 Generating an evidence base, access to data and a knowledge base of 

projects 

 Practical support for partnerships, such as the possibility of making 

physical visits to build relationships  

 Frequently Asked Questions 

 Assistance to make European connections and develop co-operation 

projects 

 Other specific topics such as climate change, cultural agendas, tourism 

woodlands 

 
S.20 The need for sharing good practice was again brought out by this question, with 

one respondent highlighting this as a clear strength of their previous Leader 
network. Interviewees were then asked to prioritise potential RDPE Network 
activities (with a score of 1 being high priority and 5 being low).   
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How important do you think the following activities within the RDPE Network 
would be? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Based on responses from 101 respondents 
Where the response was less than 10% of the sample, percentages are omitted 

 
S.21 The highest priority was attached to identifying, capturing and sharing good 

practice, with 86% of the cohort giving this one of the top two scores. There 
was a strong level of support for all activities however, with each measure 
receiving a score of 1 or 2 by at least 55% of respondents. Discussion groups 
and support for transitional and inter-territorial exchange project attracting 
the least support. The importance of sharing ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άǿŀǊǘǎ 
ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭέ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǿŀǎ ŜŎƘƻŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ. Many 
people commented on the need for clearly communicated, relevant, practical 
support, with an emphasis on the audience. There was also a call among some 
for the use of outcomes rather than outputs. 

 
S.22 Addressing the specific activities proposed: 
 

 Some highlighted the importance of integration between the four axes 
but warned of the challenges inherent in achieving this.  

 Others commented on the difficulty of providing information and support 
for transitional and inter-territorial exchange projects and the need for 
clarity in relation to how this could work, possibly through Leader groups. 

 In relation to discussion groups, some felt that the time for policy had 
passed and that there should be a focus on delivery.   
 

We identify the importance of addressing these issues as part of the 
development of the programme in the report Action Plan. 

 
Methods of Network Delivery 
 
S.23 We presented interviewees with a range of ways in which Network activities 

could be delivered and asked people to express an interest in any or all. The 
views expressed in relation to this section of the report have all been fed into 
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the development of the recommendations and action plan sections of the 
report. The most popular option was the internet, with 85% of respondents 
selected this category. Newsletters, workshops and seminars were chosen by 
60% of those answering the question. The lowest level of interest was for field 
trips, although this option was nevertheless chosen by over 40% of people. 

 
How would you like RDPE Network activities to be delivered? 

 

Delivery mechanism 
Number of 
Responses 

Conferences 52 

Seminars 58 

Field Trips 41 

Workshops  58 

Internet 82 

Discussion forums 42 

Newsletters 58 

Publications (e.g. case studies, project 
searches) 

45 

Total responses 436 

Number of respondents 96 

 
Percentage of respondents expressing a preference for different delivery 

mechanisms 

 
Based on 436 responses from 96 respondents 

 
S.24 Considering variations between regions, we note that the North East and North 

West produced the greatest number of responses, with interviewees from 
these regions choosing an average of over 6 of the 8 measures each. All 
respondents from the East Midlands, the North East and the North West 
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selected the internet and, in the North West, all opted for workshops. In 
contrast, the South West and East of England selected an average of fewer 
than 3 measures each. There were no interviewees from the East of England 
who expressed an interest in publications or field trips. Conferences were 
chosen most by the South East and least by National organisations. 

 
S.25 In their additional comments, many respondents highlighted the usefulness of 

electronic approaches, and proposed a range of tools which could be used to 
ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǾƛǊǘǳŀƭƭȅΦ {ǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ 
websites, electronic newsletters, discussion forums, blogs ς even YouTube. The 
ŎŀǾŜŀǘ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƴŜǿǎƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŎontent is more important 
ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƛǘȅέΦ 

 
S.26 However, a number of people recognised the potential difficulty in building 

relationships over the internet. Multiple approaches were welcomed, and 
many suggested using face-to-face activities such as conferences or interactive 
ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΣ ŀǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ άōǳȅ-ƛƴέΣ 
followed up with the use of electronic resources. In relation to conferences, it 
was recognised that cost was a factor in limiting their use, many suggesting 
only occasion, perhaps annual, events.  

 
S.27 A wide range of responses was seen in relation to the subjects whom the 

Network should or should not cover. Many were clear of the importance of 
sharing good practice and adding value without duplicating the work of other 
organisations or existing networks. Some felt that the Network should not 
concern itself with policy, politics or administrative issues, although there were 
mixed views over whether the Network should provide advice on EU 
regulations and state aid. The provision of information about eligibility was 
welcomed, and the importance of cross-cutting delivery between the four axes 
was highlighted by some. One interviewee underlined the challenges faced by 
small businesses and another proposed peer support specifically for farming 
businesses. 

 
S.28 LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ άǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŜ 

RDPE Network ŎƻǳƭŘ Řƻ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ w5t9έ. All participants 
identified at least one area which was important from their perspective, and 
260 responses were given in total. The most popular response was for sharing 
good practice, with over 50 respondents proposing this as a key feature of the 
network. Over 30 people were concerned with building understanding about 
the programme through communication and the provision of clear 
information. Many called for simplicity, relevance, responsiveness or 
transparency. A number of respondents again underlined the need to facilitate 
integration between the four axes. 
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S.29 Further responses to this question varied widely, indicating the broad range of 
aspirations held for the network. Examples of specific areas which hold 
importance for individual organisations are: 

 

 Support ς including practical support ς for beneficiaries, small 

organisations, practitioners, accountable bodies and Leader groups 

 Monitoring, assessment and evaluation; providing an evidence base 

 Raising awareness about the programme 

 Using a bottom up approach and reducing bureaucracy 

 Promoting collaborative working and cross boundary working 

 Addressing local issues; supporting local and Leader delivery 

 Improving consistency between regions; providing strategic direction 

and a focus on regional priorities 

 Providing links within Europe and raising awareness of inter-territorial 

opportunities 

 Engaging with other networks and partners in a co-ordination role 

 Giving advice on funding, match funding and technical matters 

 Developing programme and project links, as well as links between 

delivery bodies and RDAs/DEFRA 

 
Involvement in Existing Networks 
 
S.30 Interviewees confirmed their involvement in a huge range of networks, 

indicating that organisations involved in rural issues already benefit from a 
significant level of networking activity. 96% of respondents advised that they 
were involved in networks which enable them to share information and good 
practice, compared with 85% in the e-survey. We received over 500 positive 
responses for the networks listed and details of close to 50 further networks, 
giving an average of almost 6 networks per respondent. 
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Which of these networks are you currently involved in? 
 

Network 
Number of 
Responses 

ACRE (Action with Communities in Rural England) 33 

Carnegie Community of Practice 6 

Confor (Representative organisation for Forestry Bodies) 13 

CLA (Country Land and Business Association) 38 

CRC 2 

Forestry Commission lead groups/forums 8 

Geographically based Rural Partnership e.g. District, County, Sub Regional 60 

Lancashire Economic Partnership 3 

Leader LAGs (Local Action Groups) 59 

Local Strategic Partnerships 7 

Market Towns Forums/Networks 3 

NALC (National Association of Local Councils) 22 

National Association of AONB 2 

National Farmers Union 44 

Natural England lead groups/forums 4 

NERES (Network for Rural Economies and Strategies) 6 

Northern Rural Network 21 

RDA lead forums/groups 12 

Regional Rural Affairs Forums 65 

RTPI Rural Network 6 

Rural Community Council 3 

Rural Evidence Research Centre 10 

Rural Hubs 5 

Rural Services Network 16 

Ruralnet 25 

RuSource 8 

SPARSE 2 

Tenant Farmers Association 13 

Yorkshire Forward 3 

Number of listed networks chosen by only one respondent * 23 

Total responses 522 

Number of respondents 95 

 
* Details of listed networks chosen by only one respondent have been omitted 
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Percentage of respondents involved in an existing listed network* 

 
Based on 522 responses from 95 respondents 

* Networks listed but chosen by only one respondent have been omitted  

 
S.31 Almost 70% of respondents stated that they were involved in Regional Rural 

Affairs Forums, compared with 42% for this network in the e-survey cohort. 
Geographically based Rural Partnerships and Leader LAGs were also networks 
in which the majority of interviewees were involved; these two network types 
were selected most widely by e-survey respondents. 

 
S.32 Considering variations between regions, the greatest level of response in 

relation to network involvement was seen from the North East, with 
respondents selecting over 80 of the networks listed, an average of 8 each. The 
North West and the East of England also chose a large number of networks, 
averaging 7 per interviewee, with all interviewees in the latter region being 
involved in both Regional Rural Affairs Forums and Leader LAGs. The lowest 
level of network involvement was seen in the South West (42 responses, 
averaging 3 per person) and the East Midlands (48 responses, an average of 
fewer than 4 per person). 

 


