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Executive Summary
This report outlines the findings of research undertaken to provide a snapshot of the way in which rural issues are currently being addressed by Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) across the South East region, particularly within the delivery of the Local Area Agreement (LAA).  

Evidence identified by this research has shown that to date mainstreaming of rural within the LAA across the South East has been extremely limited, both in its extent and its scope. The process of mainstreaming differs significantly from county to county, largely reflecting the lack of central guidance on how it should be undertaken and by whom. 

Whilst responsibility for individual National Indicators is largely held by statutory bodies and local government, the task of undertaking mainstreaming has generally fallen or been passed to a dedicated rural champion or bodies such as rural partnerships and rural forums. It has been for them to determine how rural can be incorporated into the LAA, however, they possess neither the powers nor the resources to ensure that rural is adequately incorporated. 

It is clear that ‘mainstreaming’ rural is not the greatest priority for those responsible for the LAA and that their primary focus is to ensure that overall targets are met. Less consideration has been given to the process of meeting these targets and the implications that these mechanisms may have on rural areas. This stems from the fact that there is no requirement to consider rural in a discrete way as there has been in the past. 
A range of drivers can be seen to restrict the ability of strategic partnerships and their stakeholders to mainstream rural, these are often multi-faceted and inter-linked. In their own right they may not be viewed as significant, however, when combined they pose a significant barrier to the effective implementation of mainstreaming.  

The greatest barrier is the lack of awareness and understanding regarding rural issues amongst those responsible for delivering the LAA. This actively prevents them from considering how rural may be affected across the whole LAA and with regard to each individual indicator. The lack of appropriate guidance in the form of an adequate rural proofing toolkit lead many counties to develop ad-hoc approaches to rural, whilst those organisations and individuals which do possess the knowledge required to deal with these issues they are restricted by other factors.

This lack of understanding often leads to rural proofing and rural issues being passed to those that have historically dealt with rural such as the NFU, CLA and RCCs, thereby undermining the concept of mainstreaming as a means of ‘thinking rural’ across the board. However, these organisations can only advise and guide and they have neither the mandate nor the resources to act in relation to statutory obligations.

Even where the required knowledge and resources are in place, issues surrounding the availability of data and evidence can pose a major problem. The construction of National Indicator targets can dictate the delivery approach, often leading to a focus on urban areas. Obtaining rural specific data can prove problematic, even where it is available. There is commonly too little emphasis on any form of geographical analyses within the delivery plans for LAA indicators, making it very difficult to identify variations between rural and urban areas. Disaggregation of the data does not occur currently and this can lead to one-size fits all methods of delivery. 

Recommendations:

Engrain ‘Thinking Rural’

It is imperative that ‘thinking rural’ occurs at all levels of the organisations that play a part in developing and delivering the Local Area Agreement. This will ensure that rather than being seen as an additional process, ‘rural proofing’ will become an integral part of the development and implementation of delivery frameworks of all types. The implications and effects of not dealing with rural need within the LAA need to be identified and communicated.

An effective way of ensuring that ‘rural’ is considered within all policy and strategy frameworks would be to include it within equality assessments as an issue alongside gender, age, ethnicity etc. 

Develop Guidance and Resources

The guidance, tools and resources required to assist stakeholders should be made available by the organisations themselves with additional resources being made sought from central sources. Effective methods of ‘rural proofing’ need to be incorporated into the mechanisms used to develop and implement delivery in the LAA. Specialist advice should be sought on mainstreaming and rural proofing from the Commission for Rural Communities, ACRE & SERCC. 

Restructure Data and Evidence

The development of LAA Indicator Delivery Plans should be made to include a geographical analysis of the need, this would illustrate where need is located and how the progress towards an indicator was distributed. This would make clear where resources were being distributed and ensure that this occurred on a basis proportionate to the need. This would make it clear whether any needs existed that were not being responded to and thereby develop an incentive to ensure that rural was considered. 

Feedback to Government

The limitations of the existing LAA National Indicator set, together with the lack of practical guidance on how to undertake rural mainstreaming should be clearly communicated back to central government. This should clearly outline the limitations that central government itself imposes on the LAA process, it should also make clear those changes which would both incentivise and compel organisations to incorporate rural more effectively into the process. 

1. Introduction 

In recent times Government policy has undertaken a re-orientation in the way in which it deals with ‘rural’. Historically, ‘rural’ has been seen as requiring specialist policies and strategies that focused on its social and economic needs. However, limitations associated with this approach have become apparent over time. Whilst certain policies have an obvious applicability to rural areas (such as agriculture), others such as those related to social and economic factors may have a more holistic impact and are therefore relevant in both rural and urban areas. In these circumstances, the need to have separate policies for different geographical areas may be less obvious and a single approach is more appropriate.

As a result Central Government has outlined that many of its desired outcomes apply equally to both rural and urban areas and it is therefore appropriate to streamline policy development and implementation. This involves incorporating the needs of both rural and urban areas into a ‘mainstream’ policy framework that is capable of generating desired outcomes across all locations and themes. This is not designed to be a one-size-fits-all approach, but rather a national framework within which local differences may be recognised and tailored responses developed.  This allows the similarities that exist between different communities to be focused on rather than emphasising the differences, thereby creating greater cohesion between policy objectives.
1.1. What is ‘mainstreaming’?

Whilst the development of urban-specific and rural-specific policies and mechanisms has obvious benefits and still possesses relevance in certain policy areas such as agriculture, Central Government became aware that over-arching social, economic and environmental issues possessed many similarities in both urban and rural areas. 
Therefore, it was deemed both sensible and more efficient to develop all-encompassing policies capable of identifying and responding to the needs of all communities on an equal basis. This process is moving away from rural-specific and urban-specific policies in favour of over-arching policy frameworks is commonly referred to as ‘mainstreaming’.  

The primary focus of ‘mainstreaming’ is the development of policies and their associated delivery mechanisms that are capable of identifying and responding to needs on a fair and equitable basis, wherever and however that particular need exists. Mainstreaming recognises that policy needs to be adapted to meet the needs of all areas, rather than attempting to implement a one-size fits all approach. 
In order to develop a ‘mainstreamed’ policy, the intended impact & outcomes of a project must be carefully assessed and those developing it must understand the areas, groups and organisations that are to benefit from the proposed policy. Once implemented, the impacts and outcomes must be monitored in order to assess what is or isn’t being achieved. Ideally the policy should be flexible enough to allow changes to the delivery mechanism to occur which can then respond as required. 
1.2. Who is responsible for mainstreaming rural?

In 2006, central government called for a ‘reinvention of the way we govern’ and set about establishing a framework within which communities could have a greater input into ensuring that public services in their local area reflect their needs. A particular emphasis was placed on developing an approach within which central government could balance flexible local delivery mechanisms with a central monitoring and assessment system. 

The White Paper entitled ‘Strong & Prosperous Communities’
 promised greater flexibility in terms of local delivery and monitoring at a range of scales. It outlined the involvement of local government in setting local priorities and delivery mechanisms through the Local Area Agreement, as well as the creation of new monitoring approaches such as the Multi-Area Agreements and Comprehensive Area Assessments.

This new legislative framework brought together a wide range of stakeholders and made them responsible for different elements of public service delivery. The development of this approach and its various mechanisms has meant that mainstreaming is now the responsibility of all those agencies, bodies and organisations that play a role in strategy and policy development and service delivery. 

For rural to be effectively mainstreamed within public policy it is essential that this is carried out at all appropriate levels, from central government right through to the delivery of a particular service within a neighbourhood. It should therefore be considered the task of all stakeholders in equal measure, as the failure of any individual body has the potential to restrict the effectiveness of the policy implementation and the service delivery.    

1.2.1. Mainstreaming at the National Level

The process of mainstreaming at the national level is intended to focus on ensuring that national policy is flexible in its response to local circumstances and that a policy framework is created which allows decisions to be taken by locally empowered people. In addition to the development of specific policies, it is also used to address cross-cutting policy objectives that may feature within many departmental agendas such as ‘disadvantage’. 

The role of Defra within this context is to liaise with departments across central government to ensure that the impacts of these policies are understood and to ensure that any particular challenges regarding rural delivery solutions are acknowledged. The Departmental Strategic Objective (DSO) of Defra is for ‘Strong Rural Communities’, however, Defra has no powers within this objective to impose or enforce any particular standards or activities on to other government departments of their policies.    

The Commission for Rural Communities (CRC) are the national body responsible for acting as an advocate for rural communities. Where policy makers fail to mainstream effectively the CRC acts as a watchdog, making sure government actions, policies and programmes recognise and respond to rural needs. They have three functions:

Advocacy – a voice for rural people, businesses and communities 
Advisory – giving factual, objective advice to government 
Watchdog – Monitoring, reporting & ensuring delivery of policies at national, regional & local level. 
However, the CRC is responsible for overview rather than implementation and whilst they possess a watchdog role they are only able to highlight poor performance within their annual review and rural proofing report. The limited size and resources of the CRC means that they are unable to monitor all mainstreaming activities and this can mean that it is difficult to obtain a complete picture of the current status of mainstreaming. 

1.2.2. Mainstreaming at the Regional Level

All of England’s regions outside of London possess significant and diverse rural areas and it is important that the various regional bodies and structures are aware of this and that they develop their policies and strategies in ways which deliver to rural communities. At the regional level, Government Offices and Regional Development Agencies are both obliged to consider the rural dimension and to work to ensure that these are addressed within all relevant policy, development and delivery activities. 

The Government Offices have a clear responsibility for the Local Area Agreement and they should work to ensure that the rural dimension is adequately and appropriately considered before any LAA is finalised. 
Each of the RDAs possesses an explicit statutory obligation to mainstream rural within their activities, as the purposes for which they were established should apply equally to those rural areas that they encompass as much as it should to the non-rural parts.  

1.2.3. Mainstreaming at the Local Level

The mainstreaming of rural at the local-level is the primary method for translating government policy into delivery mechanisms that will be experienced by rural residents and their communities.   

The Department for Communities and Local Government introduced the ‘places agenda’ which has led to the establishment of the infrastructure (e.g. Local Strategic Partnerships and Local Area Agreements), governance (e.g. performance framework and inspection regime) and accountability (e.g. citizen information, engagement and means of redress) needed for local areas to identify and respond to local priorities.  

Whilst this system has been established to translate centralised policy into local delivery in a form that best fits the needs of those at county, local authority and community level, it requires all of the component parts of the ‘places agenda’ to work together in order to be both effective and successful. 

One of the greatest limitations for those attempting to mainstream at this level is the relative shortage of practical guidance and assistance provided. Whilst Defra and the Commission for Rural Communities have developed materials and instructions on how to undertake various components of the mainstreaming process, it has proved difficult to adopt or implement all of this guidance and translate it into meaningful changes in service delivery. 

Effective local-level mainstreaming is dependent on the linkages between different organisations, bodies and structures. As such, it is resource, time and expertise intensive and can require considerable co-ordination. One of the key issues is the ability of local-level organisations to adopt and adapt central policies into local delivery given these limitations. They are also dependent on mainstreaming occurring in an effective way at regional and central government level as failures to do so can lead to local adaptation and flexibility in delivery being restricted. 

1.3. Rural Proofing

Whilst the concept of ‘mainstreaming’ rural has developed an increasing profile, it is important not to lose sight of the methods through which the rural elements are identified and integrated into policy and strategy. In order to ensure that ‘rural’ does not become lost or in any way downgraded by incorporating it into frameworks alongside ‘urban’, it is imperative that effective ‘rural proofing’ is undertaken.

If rural needs are not clearly outlined and thoroughly understood during the development of policy, it can be extremely difficult to re-introduce them during the formulation of delivery mechanisms or monitoring approaches. In order to effectively incorporate rural needs and characteristics into a mainstream approach, these features need to be considered at an early stage and on an equal footing with the needs of other areas and communities.  

The concept of rural proofing was introduced in 2000 following the publication of the Government’s White Paper entitled ‘Our countryside, the future – A fair deal for rural England.’ 

The Rural White Paper outlined a view of rural proofing as a means of ensuring that policy is developed and implemented by government and other statutory bodies in a systematic manner. This focused on three main elements. 

1. Firstly, to determine whether a policy would have any significant detrimental impact in rural areas.

2. If any impacts on rural areas can be identified, to assess what these are and how significant they might be.

3. To consider whether policy changes are required or whether mitigation for rural areas can be developed.
This is a simple concept, which demands that policy makers think about possible impacts in rural areas throughout the process of developing and implementing policies. It focuses on providing policy-makers with a mechanism that allows them to assess the potential impacts of their policy on rural areas when it is implemented, thereby allowing modifications to be made that will negate or mitigate any negative impacts on rural areas.    

Rural Proofing is a two-fold process of establishing how policies, strategies and delivery mechanisms impact on rural communities, then ensuring that problems are removed, alleviated or at least addressed. The Commission for Rural Communities
 (CRC) defines Rural Proofing as a: “mechanism… to ensure that rural needs and circumstances are taken into account in policy development and delivery”. 

The purpose of rural proofing is to ensure that works and activities meet the needs of a community. It is a process of assessing how policies work for rural people and places, thus ensuring they are implemented successfully across the board. Preliminary assessment of how policies will affect both rural and urban areas is an important way to work out how what precautionary measures may be needed to bring a policy to all areas. 

Rural Proofing should be treated in exactly the same way as other diversity issues. It is not a separate process, but an integral part of developing and delivering policies, and it is mandatory for all central government departments to undertake this task when developing policies. However, there is currently no system for assessing how effectively the process of rural proofing has been undertaken. This lack of monitoring or assessment is one of the greatest limitations of the system as it currently stands and has the potential to impact on how ‘rural’ is mainstreamed.   

More information on rural proofing may be found on the Commission for Rural Communities website.

1.4. Research Aim and Objectives

This research project seeks to determine how each of the nine counties that make up the South East region of England have gone about mainstreaming rural, placing a specific emphasis on the Local Area Agreement.  

1.4.1. Research Aim: 

To determine the effectiveness of rural mainstreaming in South East England.

1.4.2. Research Objectives:

1. To provide a snapshot of how rural issues are presently being addressed in LAAs and by LSPs across the region.

2. To briefly identify and evaluate provisional lessons and best practice from the Commission for Rural Communities pilot study into disaggregating LAAs into rural and urban components. 

3. To make recommendations to the Rural Forum regarding the mainstreaming of rural service delivery and monitoring mechanisms.

1.4.3. Research Methodology

In order to determine the current status of the way in which rural was incorporated into the LAA process in each county, a questionnaire (Rural Mainstreaming Questionnaire – see appendix) was sent to each county Strategic Partnership and Rural Community Council (or equivalent) across the region. It was hoped that obtaining two responses from different organisations/bodies in each of the counties would provide distinct, objective and comparable opinions on how rural mainstreaming was being undertaken.

The questionnaire explored various aspects of mainstreaming and sought to identify the process(es) that had been developed to ensure that rural was considered and incorporated into the LAA. It also focused on investigating how the responsibility for rural was distributed amongst the various stakeholders and organisations tasked with delivering against the National Indicator set. 

To ensure that the comments provided in response to the questions actually reflected quantifiable progress, examples were sought of how rural was addressed and where it was now represented both within the LAA as a whole and within each of the individual indicators. 

Information was also requested on those aspects and processes which may affect how rural is considered, a particular emphasis was placed on the effectiveness of rural proofing and whether a system to undertake this had been implemented. Where this has not been implemented successfully it was important to identify why this had occurred. Finally, respondents were asked to consider how they would rate their counties overall progress in relation to mainstreaming at the present time. 

2. Mainstreaming rural: progress by county

	County
	Have specific rural elements been identified in the LAA?
	Rural Mainstreaming/

Rural Proofing Responsibility
	Key barriers to mainstreaming
	Overall rural mainstreaming progress

	Berkshire

(all unitaries) 

Bracknell Forest Partnership was only respondent from LAs.
	No specific rural elements have been identified in the LAA.


	A rural proofing assessment of the LAA and Sustainable Community Strategy was undertaken. No explanation of who had undertaken this task and how was provided.
	No barriers to rural mainstreaming were identified.
	Bracknell Forest Partnership awarded themselves 8/10

No evidence to the contrary, but no supporting evidence either.

CCB believes that the Strategic Partnership in the Berkshire LAs with rural remits could be more proactive in addressing rural issues.



	Buckinghamshire

Milton Keynes Local Strategic Partnership

No response from County LSP
	Rural is considered as an equalities issue within the LAA.


	The LAA Policy Officer is responsible for the equalities impact assessment. 

LAA targets have been matched against rural strategy themes, however, this does not constitute mainstreaming. 
	No specific rural representation/expertise on county LSP.

Lack of guidance on how to undertake this task.

Milton Keynes LSP has a very limited rural component.
	Milton Keynes Local Strategic Partnership awarded themselves 3/10

Overall consensus is that mainstreaming has been unsuccessful.

	East Sussex
	The overall Sustainable Community Strategy for East Sussex was rural proofed.

Those National Indicators with the most significant rural components were identified and rural proofed.


	The County Strategic Partnership board has overall responsibility for rural proofing the LAA and Sustainable Community Strategy.

The East Sussex Rural Partnership has specific LAA rural proofing responsibility.
	Restrictions on time and resources available to undertake rural proofing. 

Difficulty of co-ordinating activities across multiple stakeholders.

Reliance on Rural Partnership for rural proofing. 
	East Sussex Strategic Partnership awarded themselves 7/10

Initial progress has been good, however, mainstreaming is difficult to undertake effectively at this stage in the LAA process.

	Hampshire
	The County Council has developed a rural delivery strategy and action plan linked to LAA themes.

No specific rural National Indicators have been included in the LAA. 

Rural is implicitly included in the LAA.


	The Hampshire Rural Forum established in 2009 is the advisory body for rural issues, including rural mainstreaming.

Hampshire County Council retains responsibility with rural proofing occurring as part of wider monitoring. It has also rural proofed the Sustainable Community Strategy from which the LAA is derived. 
	Lack of appropriate datasets to enable rural targeting of resources. Data improving.

Difficult to undertake mainstreaming without effectively making a special case for rural. 

Nature of National Indicators are not conducive to rural.
	Hampshire County Council awarded themselves 6/10



	Isle of Wight

No response from Strategic Partnership
	A rural proofing guide has been developed. 

6 National Indicators with a rural focus have been identified.
	Rural is perceived to be the responsibility of the RCC. Only rural expertise on County Strategic Partnership. 

The RCC liaises with relevant officers where they can identify specific rural elements.
	Lack of rural representation on County Strategic Partnership. 

LAA construction offers limited opportunities to consider rural.  
	Isle of Wight Strategic Partnership awaiting response.

Isle of Wight Rural Community Council believes there is more that could be done to address and embed rural issues with the Strategic Partnership. 

	Kent
	7 National Indicators from the 35 selected as the county priorities. 

The county believes rural proofing and mainstreaming needs to occur as part of an equality assessment process.

Rural is not treated separately.

Work is underway to align rural with other equalities agendas. Rural proofing methodology being developed.
	The Kent Rural Board & Action with Communities in rural Kent are delivery partners for national indicators – both bring resources to the LAA & have a rural influence which may assess delivery of the current LAA & shape its successor.

Indicator leads are responsible. 
	Difficult and time-consuming to identify rural elements in LAA. 

No rural representation on County Strategic Partnership.

Lack of awareness in parts of the public sector.

Identifying ‘rural’ can lead to claims that it is seeking special attention 

Lack of direction for mainstreaming in Defra resources.

RCC positioning, pre 2006 as a major VCS player as opposed to a key rural one. 
	Kent Strategic Partnership awarded no score.
 Action with Communities in Rural Kent  believes that the Strategic Partnership could be more proactive in addressing rural issues.



	Oxfordshire
	NI175 has been identified as a key rural indicator and is monitored by the RCC. 

The LAA has not been rural proofed. 

Rural issues are reflected in the LAA and local targets are set in the Oxfordshire 2030 plan. 


	The Oxfordshire Strategic Partnership used the rural framework, which is supported by the rural evidence base. 

The Strategic Partnership has mainstreamed the LAA and ensured that rural elements were included. 
	The Strategic Partnership has not identified any major barriers to the process of rural mainstreaming. 
	Oxfordshire Rural Community Council awarded 7/10

Oxfordshire Strategic Partnership awarded themselves 7/10

Limited explicit clarification over how this process was achieved was received. 

	Surrey
	The LAA has been rural proofed and an equality impact assessment undertaken. 

The Rural Partnership tracks relevant LAA indicators and maps relevant rural issues. 


	Surrey Rural Partnership has been Strategy responsible for rural proofing the Sustainable Community. It has also made recommendations to the Strategic Partnership on how to mainstream rural. 

There are 6 rural representatives on the Strategic Partnership, with Partnership Officer being responsible for developing rural processes. 

Rural Champions have been created on each of the counties five thematic partnerships. 
	Lack of rural data.

Lack of rural representation on all bodies and boards. 

Problem of successfully disaggregating the National Indicators in order to show the breakdown of the data. 
	Surrey Community Action awarded no score

Surrey Strategic Partnership awarded 5/10



	West Sussex
	The West Sussex Rural Partnership works with National Indicator lead officers on rural proofing and rural mainstreaming. It takes the lead in identifying rural needs and data.

11 NIs with a significant component have been identified for specific attention, rural proofing and monitoring.

Local authorities are addressing rural through their LSPs and sub-groups. 

AirS has produced a rural proofing guide and a guidance document related to the LAA which outlines those NI with a rural element.


	Action in rural Sussex is represented on the Public Service Board, the Strategic Partnership Board and the LAA core group. 

The West Sussex Rural Partnership has overall rural proofing and mainstreaming responsibility. It has held rural proofing seminars. 

A rural delivery programme has been established by the PSB to assist in meeting the LAA and Rural Strategy. 
	The absence of rural specific indicators means identifying rural elements of other indicators. 

Lack of appropriate evidence and data in relation to rural. 
	West Sussex Strategic Partnership and AirS awarded themselves 7/10


3. Rural mainstreaming: Key Findings 

As outlined in the previous section, the counties across the South East region have adopted or undertaken a wide range of approaches in attempting to mainstream rural within their respective Local Area Agreements. 

From the various methods used to mainstream rural in LAAs across the South East, it is possible to identify a range of factors that play an important role in determining how extensive the effort put into mainstreaming is and correspondingly how successful or effective the outcome will be. 

3.1. Identifying and incorporating ‘rural’

Perhaps the most important factor to identify within this research was how individual counties have gone about identifying and incorporating ‘rural’ into their LAA. This research has shown that the effectiveness of the approach used within a county to mainstream ‘rural’ into its LAA tends to reflect the wider importance that it is attributed to ‘rural’ within other policy and strategy frameworks. 

It is clear that in those counties where ‘rural’ is viewed as a significant issue and has been widely acknowledged and incorporated into policies and delivery frameworks in the past that it has been far easier to identify its relevance in the LAA. Obviously, some counties possess more extensive rural areas and populations than others, however, it appears that it is how rural is recognised and represented rather than solely how many rural people a county possesses which is significant in ensuring that rural is recognised.

Those counties that have established bodies such as rural partnerships and rural forums to discuss rural issues, that have developed and implemented ‘rural proofing’ and have rural representatives on decision-making executives are far more likely to be effective at incorporating rural than those which have not. This is because the level of ‘rural’ understanding is likely to be more comprehensive and be more joined up across those with different responsibilities. 

Correspondingly, those counties that had developed Sustainable Community Strategies into which rural themes and issues have been identified and addressed have been able to develop an understanding of how these may be translated or incorporated into the Local Area Agreement. Even where actions and activities outlined within the Sustainable Community Strategy are not replicated in identical fashion in the LAA, it is possible to link activities to objectives.   

One of the major barriers that appears to exist for many counties, particularly those that have not established bodies or posts representing ‘rural’, is that they have great difficulty in either considering rural or determining who should be tasked with considering rural.  This inability to ‘think rural’ is even more detrimental to considering rural than some of the practical barriers such as a lack of data or the inflexibility of the indicators because if it not considered sufficiently early in the process, it often never gets to the point of rural proofing National Indicator delivery plans for example. 

Fewer than half the counties in the region have gone about identifying LAA National Indicators that possess a specific rural relevance or component. As outlined above, these counties tend to be those that have not incorporated rural into other activities. In itself this is not an issue if rural is being considered across all of the Indicator set, however, this should not preclude specific attention being paid to specific indicators such as NI 175 which is related to access to services. A failure to consider rural within those indicators that are potentially the most synonymous with rural issues may reflect an inability to consider the rural elements of any indicator. 

Some counties have identified ‘rural’ as an equalities issue and simply added it to the list of assessments that need to be made during the process, rather than considering how it may be incorporated at every stage. Whilst this does at least ensure that the issue has been identified, it does not necessarily mean that it is being effectively addressed. 

If ‘rural’ is not viewed in a discrete way and dealt with by those aware of its intricacies and significance, it can very easily be overlooked within the LAA process. Alternatively, by treating rural solely as a theme that requires no more attention than any other equalities issue, any attempt to consider it separately leads to accusations that it is being treated as a ‘special’ case. In either scenario, rural may end up being viewed as less significant and not be adequately responded to.  

It is important that ‘rural’ is considered throughout each and every stage of the LAA process, as any failure to explore whether there is a significant rural component within each of the Indicators and its associated delivery plan will mean that no-one will ever know whether rural was an important consideration or not. In order to do this the building blocks for dealing with rural issues need to be put in place.   

3.2. Rural proofing

The process of rural proofing should be the primary means through which all policies are assessed for their actual and potential impact on rural areas. It is a mandatory obligation for government departments to undertake rural proofing and is a task that should completed across the public and statutory sector. This assessment should occur at all stages from the initial development of the policy right through to its implementation, with monitoring occurring thereafter. 

With regard to the LAA, the development of the National Indicator set by central government, the selection of the 35 target indicators by counties and the development and monitoring of each indicators evidence baseline and delivery plan should each undergo a thorough rural proofing process. If each of these elements are successfully rural proofed, then theoretically rural will be mainstreamed without too much additional work being required.

Unfortunately, it is clear that rural proofing has not been adequately carried out in each of these phases. This has resulted in particular problems for those responsible for the delivery component of the LAA, in that they are likely to face problems imposed on them by the limited effectiveness of rural proofing during the strategic development of the LAA as a delivery framework. This has made it difficult to identify and incorporate rural components.

The inability to adequately rural proof some policy and strategy documents at national, regional and county level have created significant problems in attempting to co-ordinate and link these and their respective delivery frameworks into the LAA. Given that many elements that feed into the LAA have been developed for other purposes, it can be difficult to co-ordinate and link these components in if they have not adequately addressed rural themselves.  

Rural proofing is very similar to the process of mainstreaming in that in order for it to be undertaken effectively it requires an understanding of rural issues and how they fit within or are affected by policy decisions. Therefore, it requires expertise and resources to be identified and made available to allow it to be undertaken, rather simply adding it as yet another additional consideration for policy-makers.

One of the big barriers to rural proofing is that it can be seen as yet another additional issue to consider and another process to undertake during the process of designing and implementing policy. It has yet to become fully integrated into many policy development processes and is largely still regarded as an additional rather than an integral component. This has had a detrimental knock-on impact on the ability of the same policy-makers to undertake mainstreaming

Whilst efforts have been made to develop toolkits and guidance to assist bodies in carrying out rural proofing (such as those from Defra and the CRC), these do not always meet the requirements of those tasked with carrying out the process. They tend to remain either over-arching documents that outline the concept of rural proofing and its importance or checklists of questions to pose during policy creation. Neither of these approaches really adequately addresses the practical process of undertaking rural proofing in relation to a specific theme or policy such as the LAA. 

Perhaps the greatest limitation of rural proofing is that it is not sufficiently monitored or enforced, other than through the means and processes determined by responsible bodies. This gives rise to the very mixed picture of rural proofing identified within this research in that although all of the counties has undertaken the process to some degree, this varies significantly and is no guarantee that the required or appropriate changes have been made.  

The CRC have reported that a number of groups have raised the issue of equalities assessment and the need to give rural proofing a higher profile. They propose that rural proofing ought to be linked to the equalities assessment process coining the term ‘Spatial Equality’ as an example of how rural proofing should be considered. Including rural as an equality issue would help to stop rural/urban polarisation. Another suggestion in the CRC paper ‘Policy Making for People’ is that the government might need coercion in rural proofing, for example the CRC could be granted legislative powers such as in Wales, or a rural watchdog could be integrated into each department. The CRC conclude that vibrant sustainable communities are important to the future, and that we need to encourage ‘thinking rural’.
3.3. The process of ‘mainstreaming’

This research has identified that the mainstreaming process developed in each county appears to be dependent on a wide range of factors such as: the linkages between the County Strategic Partnership and other bodies; whether it possesses a rural strategy; the role of the RCC and other rural representatives and importantly how significant rural is perceived to be within that county.    

Given that there is very little guidance or clarification on precisely how the process of mainstreaming should be undertaken, it is perhaps unsurprising that the methods employed by each of the counties in the South East should vary so greatly. Whilst this diversity is not necessarily a weakness, it does illustrate the complexity and wide-ranging nature of the mainstreaming process.

The larger the number of stakeholders and bodies involved in the mainstreaming the process, the harder it can be to ensure that it is undertaken with sufficient rigour and also makes any monitoring more complicated and resource intensive. However, if mainstreaming is to be implemented effectively, it is important that responsibility for carrying it out is distributed to those responsible for each component. 

Whilst ensuring that mainstreaming occurs across the board is important, the findings of this research also indicate that the responsibility for monitoring that this is taking place also needs to be distributed. If responsibility is given or adopted by a single body or group without the power or resources to influence its implementation, then it is likely that rural will either not be identified or not be addressed. This is not to say that high level bodies such as the Strategic Partnership or Public Service Board should themselves not take on such tasks. 

3.4. Representing rural

One of the major findings of this research has been the way in which ‘rural’ is dealt with in each county. A key driver is how rural is represented within the county and who is given responsibility for ensuring that it is incorporated into policies and strategies. There appears to be a clear linkage between the consideration of rural within the LAA and the way rural is dealt with elsewhere. 

Many of the counties have attempted to delegate the responsibility for ‘rural’ to rural specialists such as Rural Community Councils, or to representative bodies such as Rural Partnerships and Rural Forums. Whilst this may allow the issues surrounding the identification of rural need and the restrictions related to rural delivery to be identified, it does undermine the concept of mainstreaming being the responsibility of all statutory bodies and delivery agencies. 

An additional limitation associated with the delegation of rural responsibilities to other bodies or partnership boards is that they do not necessarily have any responsibility for contributing to LAA indicators, neither will they possess the resources to contribute to specific themes or programmes. This may lead to a separation that prevents the mainstreaming process from occurring, either partly or wholly.  
3.4.1. Rural Partnerships, Forums & Champions 

Many of the counties across the South East have established bodies specifically tasked with representing rural areas and communities. These have typically been Rural Partnerships made up of representatives from the public, private and voluntary sector and Rural Forums which have a wider make-up and include other stakeholders and the public. These bodies can differ in their membership and their role from county to county, however, their very existence does reflect a recognition of rural and does provide an opportunity for rural issues to be discussed. 

In order to be effective, these partnerships and forums require clear linkages and channels of communication into bodies such as the County Strategic Partnership and the Public Service Board. Similarly, the members of these groups need to be able to translate any discussion of rural into a format that can be used within their own organisation or community. This helps to ensure that rural is considered at both ends of the spectrum.  

In terms of mainstreaming, many of the counties across the region have either used their existing rural fora and partnerships as a specialist group to be consulted on how mainstreaming should be conducted or they have established them with a view to doing so. 

Whilst the use of these bodies does appear to be a successful model or guide for ensuring that rural is incorporated into the LAA, they do possess limitations. It is possible for recommendations and comments on rural to be produced, however, in many cases those commenting are not those responsible for delivery. This may lead to discussions being devolved from activity, as there is not necessarily any requirement on those tasked with delivering the LAA to act on the comments they receive. 

Resources is another key issue as many partnerships and fora at county level do not possess their own capital or have dedicated staff. This means that they are extremely limited in their ability to undertake certain tasks and are reliant on the commitment made by their members and attendees. As such, the consideration of ‘rural’ issues and its incorporation into mainstreaming may be dependent on those not best placed to implement it. 

Some counties such as Surrey have identified ‘rural champions’ which are individuals on certain key bodies and groups that have been tasked with representing rural. This process is useful in that it ensures that key bodies and boards will always have a rural representative who is able to express an opinion where appropriate. This person or persons can then serve as a conduit through which rural issues may be addressed. The success of this approach is dependent on the ability of the individual concerned to understand the issues and to be able to influence others. 

As previously highlighted, there is some debate around whether rural ought to be dealt with as a discrete issue, or as part of the wider access to services/equality consideration. By delegating the responsibility for rural to these groups and organisations, it is possible to argue that the process of mainstreaming is slightly undermined and will become more difficult to implement in a long-term sustainable way. 

It is important that these bodies are used as rural ‘experts’ to consider the implications of policies and strategies on rural areas, to ensure that rural is represented and that it has a voice. However, this work should not occur in isolation and should be joined up with the activities of those across all sectors. The experiences and expertise of these individuals and organisations should be fed into those which do not possess them, so that lessons may be learned and ‘thinking rural’ becomes undertaken by all those involved in the LAA.

3.5. Barriers to mainstreaming

This research has identified a wide range of factors that may play a role in preventing rural from being effectively mainstreamed into the Local Area Agreement. Many of these are multi-faceted and inter-related issues which combine to act as barriers or disincentives to undertake mainstreaming in a significant way.
3.5.1. Awareness of Rural

One of the greatest and yet simplest barriers to rural mainstreaming is the level of awareness and understanding which individuals and organisations possess in relation to rural issues. Without possessing a clear picture of the current status of rural and urban areas it is very difficult to identify the causes, effects or policy solutions to certain themes or issues.  

It is interesting that the principles of mainstreaming rely on all stakeholders having some degree of rural expertise or at the very least that they possess a basic understanding of rural issues. However, there are very few opportunities or resources made available to assist these individuals and organisation in gaining a grasp of what is occurring in rural areas and perhaps more importantly how they can adapt their operations in order to respond to these needs. Until an acknowledgement and consideration of rural becomes ‘mainstream’ in terms of understanding, it will be difficult to develop approaches which adequately incorporate rural elements.    

Whilst ‘rural’ does receive a certain level of coverage, this input tends to come from those stakeholders with a specific rural remit (such as the CLA, NFU, RCCs etc.) and this can lead to these organisations being viewed as rather one dimensional. It may also lead to them being given responsibility for providing a rural perspective, when in reality they do not possess either the governance role or resources held by local authorities and other statutory bodies. It is important that these rural expertise are incorporated and developed within those organisations that drive strategy and possess the resources to be able to deliver against these objectives.   

In order for ‘rural’ issues to be dealt with effectively and appropriate responses developed, it is important that ‘rural’ is a theme which is acknowledged as important by the full range of stakeholders that sit on bodies such as Local Strategic Partnerships. Only when this occurs and these organisations manage to identify how they deal with rural communities and areas will it be successfully incorporated into ‘mainstream’ thinking. This position should be viewed as an underlying objective for any representative body which seeks to deal with issues in an effective and knowledgeable manner. 

It should be acknowledged that even where a greater level of ‘rural’ understanding is developed, that this represents no guarantee of additional resources or policy objectives for rural areas. This is because certain policies and delivery mechanisms are not determined locally but are prescribed by central government or government departments, consequently there is limited scope for alteration or adaptation. However, this should not be used as a reason to restrict the discussion and review of rural issues and to develop innovative and progressive approaches regardless of what occurs elsewhere. 

Similarly, other factors may also restrict the ability of stakeholders to identify and incorporate rural elements into their operation. This may occur due to the relative inability of organisations (such as the Commission for Rural Communities) to develop practical advice and guidance on how rural should be dealt with. Whilst there are over-arching toolkits and case-studies which outline rural factors to consider when developing policy, these are generic and therefore not sufficiently specific or tailored to meet the needs of specific policy-makers. 

Unfortunately, due to a lack of clarity over how ‘rural proofing’ should be practically undertaken, there is a clear tendency for the impact on rural areas and communities only to be assessed and responded to once the policy or strategy has already been developed. This retrospective analysis is far less flexible in successfully incorporating rural needs than undertaking the rural proofing process during the early development stages. Ironically, this trend has generally been started by central government which fails to adequately ‘rural proof’ many of its own policies which are then implemented and it falls to regional and local to attempt to adapt them.    

3.5.2. Targets & Centrally Determined Indicators

One of the factors that serves to prevent or diminish the consideration of rural issues is the way in which strategy and policy targets are developed, particularly those that are created and monitored by central government. Whilst it is important to establish frameworks that allow monitoring and comparisons to be conducted between different areas, it is equally important to develop approaches that do not possess inherent problems for responding to rural needs.  

The National Indicator set for LAA2 possesses very few indicators that have a ‘discrete’ rural applicability, the vast majority have been mainstreamed in such a way that they are relevant to all geographical areas. This means that whilst some indicators will still possess greater applicability in relation to rural areas (such as access and transport) than others, it is often how it is implemented which is more important than the indicator itself. 

Whilst the National Indicators themselves are the same (or very similar) across all counties, the approaches developed to deliver against the same indicator may differ significantly between counties. It is therefore the process of developing a methodology within the delivery plans of each indicator which need to be carefully considered to ensure that ‘rural’ is effectively and equitably responded to. However, the construction of many of the indicators drives the way in which they are responded to and the methods used to deliver against them. 

Therefore, whilst in theory there is a degree of flexibility in determining the delivery plans for individual LAA indicators, there are several factors which may combine to actually constrain the response. For example, the indicator itself may be designed in such a way as to guide the response made to it. Indicators that seek annual percentage increases in a baseline dataset are likely to lead delivery mechanisms to focus resources in those locations and on those projects which will reap the greatest return. This can lead to a focus on concentrations of need such as those in urban areas where the greatest gain may be obtained for the smallest investment, often at the expense of those in need in rural areas where the costs of delivery may be higher as a result of their dispersed nature.     

All indicators focus on delivering against an identified need (baseline). Therefore, to effectively incorporate ‘rural’ into the LAA process, rural must be considered during the process of determining the need (baseline), developing the delivery plan and when delivering services/resources. This allows any rural differentiation or specific needs to be identified and responded to in a comprehensive way, rather than being as an additional consideration. 

Unfortunately, many LAA indicators are currently developed centrally and are created based on the datasets available to measure progress against them. This means that the data drives the creation of the indicator, thereby leading to the creation of indicators where the limitations and problems with the data are carried across to the indicator. There are various implications for rural areas and the identification of rural need that result from the use of certain datasets or through the construction of data in certain formats. For example, if LAA indicator progress is based on a county-wide dataset then it may not be possible to identify the rural need or progress from within that county figure. In such circumstances it is difficult to determine where the need is and where resources should be directed.    

An additional issue is commonly that overall delivery against each LAA indicator is the primary focus for those tasked with this responsibility, rather than how effectively and equitably services are delivered. This reflects the political and financial importance to county and local authorities of delivering against these targets. Consequently, the target itself becomes the over-riding priority for many organisations, with less emphasis placed on the method of delivery. 

There is very limited practical guidance provided on how each LAA indicator should be delivered, the delivery plan for each indicator can be developed in a relatively autonomous way by each of the organisations and individuals responsible for doing so. It is important therefore that those responsible for the delivery element of each of the National Indicators needs to be aware of the rural dimension if they are to develop fair and equitable delivery methods. This includes being aware of the limitations and problems commonly associated with the current approaches utilised in the LAA such the data issues and methodological limitations.  

Two elements are key to the development of effective and equitable LAA delivery, these are determining the level and location of need and the process through which the delivery is monitored. If the need is assessed geographically at a small enough scale to be able to differentiate the locations where the need exists, then not only is it more likely that the causes may be identified but it also allows the delivery mechanism to be adapted so that it best fits the need. 

Whilst these two elements can greatly assist those responsible for delivering against LAA indicators to develop more effective methodologies, they are not factors which indicator leads are necessarily compelled to use. One of the big problems for the consideration of rural issues in the LAA is that for many of the indicators there is no obligation for the approaches used to deliver against them to demonstrate how they meet the need. In many cases, there appears to be the underlying assumption that as long as progress can be demonstrated that this is sufficient. However, this fails to acknowledge that progress can be achieved by focusing lots of resources on one geographical or thematic area, but this may not be effective in responding to the needs located outside of this area.   

3.5.3. Availability of Data/Information

One of the key issues in determining and monitoring rural needs is the availability of data which allows such a task to be undertaken. In order to effectively determine how the LAA responds to those in need, both rural and urban, data and evidence needs to be held which can both illustrate the level of need and be available at the appropriate geographical scale. The vast majority of datasets used within the LAA or held by stakeholders are not developed or currently constructed with rural and urban components in mind.  

Whilst many datasets are now available at the national standard geographical scales (Super Output Area, Ward, Local Authority), there are very few examples of local authorities or statutory bodies breaking these down into rural and urban components. A limited number of service providers and agencies are aware that a rural-urban definition exists and that many existing datasets may be disaggregated into rural and urban components. Developing this breakdown should be seen as representing one of the first steps in creating an accurate picture of need across any area. 

It is concerning that delivery against LAA indicator targets can be undertaken without any geographical analysis of where the those in need are located, where the services were delivered or taken up and without a re-assessment of the need undertaken to determine what the effect has been. Without an analysis which identifies geographically where the need is located and where services and resources are allocated it is almost impossible to ensure that rural needs have been fully accounted for within any delivery plan. 

However, even where a geographical analysis of need is undertaken it is important to ensure that the urban bias commonly associated with certain statistical methods is not adopted. Problems commonly arise when decision-makers attempt to identify and monitor need using rankings of geographical areas (e.g. SOAs and Wards) such as those used in the Index of Multiple Deprivation. These represent ‘relative’ measures which focus on the areas which have the highest proportion of need, rather than those which have the highest absolute need in terms of people in need. This inevitably leads to a focus on urban areas, which by their very nature have higher concentrations of deprivation, whilst ignoring the lower concentrations in rural areas which can cumulatively have a higher number of people in need. 

Issues with the data such as these can arise for various reasons. Certain indicators are constructed in a way which leads those tasked to deliver against them to adopt similar methods. An example is the focus on certain portions of the population, some indicators are monitored or measured based on progress within the most deprived 20% of people. However, this is commonly translated into the most deprived 20% of areas (Super Output Areas or Wards) because it is far easier to identify and deliver to the most deprived 20% areas than to locate and respond to the 20% most deprived people. 

In part, this relates back to the availability and construction of data that is freely available in the form of the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD). Rather than undertake additional analysis, it is understandable that the IMD is used as one of the primary datasets through which deprived areas are identified, given that it is free, universally available and has data at all scales. Whilst the same (or similar) data could relatively simply be restructured so that it could be used in a way that does negatively impact on rural areas, this would require additional resources, time and knowledge.    

The process of mainstreaming is designed to incorporate ‘rural’ into a holistic approach that is capable of dealing with all forms of need. Unfortunately, this has so far tended to occur in a way which has made it difficult to identify whether rural has been incorporated effectively or has become subsumed within the overall picture. If rural is not explicitly referred to, it is sometimes difficult to be sure that it has been acknowledged. Similarly, where data is used which does not have a geographical breakdown it can be difficult to be sure that the rural need has been identified and addressed. 

3.5.4. Responsibility for ‘Rural’

Through the process of mainstreaming, the responsibility for considering rural issues has been distributed to all statutory and public-sector organisations. Whilst in theory this has broadened the consideration of rural issues and meant that a wider array of organisations, bodies and individuals now need to be aware of rural and how their work impacts on it, it also creates problems. 

At the local level (county and local authority), it can become unclear precisely who is responsible for ensuring that rural elements are included within programmes and activities. This research has identified that whilst rural issues are generally being discussed within arenas such as LSPs, the process of actually incorporating this understanding or developing it into delivery mechanisms is proving significantly more problematic. 

In part, this is difficult because there is very limited guidance on precisely how rural can and should be incorporated into policy and strategy frameworks, particularly in a practical way. Whilst rural is becoming increasingly recognised as an issue which needs to be considered and addressed, actually undertaking this can be difficult for those without a full appreciation of the limitations and potential urban-bias of existing approaches. This is particularly important given the factors outlined above related to centrally-determined targets, data bias and delivery arrangements.  

Whilst Rural Community Councils (and their equivalents) can provide guidance and advice on rural issues and how they may be woven into the mainstream, this can lead to an over-reliance on their expertise which fails to recognise the very limited resources and time that these organisations often have available for such tasks. Whilst third-sector organisations may possess a detailed knowledge of the appropriate issues, they do not possess the resources available to the public-sector and neither are they responsible for the delivery of mainstream services. 

In effect, the process of mainstreaming without sufficient guidance and resources can lead to a return to a scenario whereby dealing with rural issues is effectively returned to those individuals and organisations (RCCs, CLA, NFU etc.) that were traditionally responsible for it when it was dealt with as a discrete issue. This is obviously likely to prevent the goal of ensuring that rural is a subject considered more widely from happening. 

In order for rural ‘mainstreaming’ to occur, thinking about ‘rural’ needs to become a mainstream activity rather than an additional or specialist consideration that is left to certain organisations or individuals. However, in order for this to happen all organisations need to develop the appropriate understanding and tools that will allow them to incorporate this knowledge into their activities without external assistance. This will obviously take time and requires individuals and organisations to determine how dealing with rural needs to occur within their area of work. 

Unfortunately, there are very limited resources made available to train and guide the wide range of stakeholders that are responsible for the LAA in how to deal with rural. This is unlikely to change, unless the organisations themselves are actually made aware of the significance of rural and therefore are given a compelling argument to adapt their activities in order to make greater provision of rural needs. 

3.6. Conclusion

The mainstreaming of ‘rural’ into the LAA is occurring across all of the counties in the South East, however, there is a significant degree of variation both in the approaches used to do so and in their effectiveness. This reflects the lack of clarity provided by both central government and regional bodies on how the process of rural mainstreaming should be undertaken and the provision of the resources required to do so.

The lack of guidance or resources for rural mainstreaming has left counties to determine their own approaches to the process. Whilst some may justify the differences that exist within the mainstreaming approaches that exist across the South East as reflecting the flexibility that the LAA was created to allow, it has instead simply left each county to experiment with its own approach to mainstreaming. This has led to some being relatively successful in this task whilst others have been less so.  

There are examples across the region which illustrate that it is possible to consider rural within the LAA process. However, this requires careful consideration, planning and partnership working in order to be successful and effective. It therefore requires a commitment from those in all fields to work in unison to ensure that it occurs.  Unfortunately, there are also examples where mainstreaming has led ‘rural’ to become sidelined which has led to it becoming less of a priority.  

One of the main reasons that rural needs are overlooked is that there is no obligation to consider rural, nor to show how effectively its needs are being met in relation to urban needs. By removing the explicit consideration of ‘rural’ through the introduction of mainstreaming, it has also reduced the compulsion on public-sector and statutory bodies to respond in a discrete way to the needs of rural communities and areas. 

Effective tools and guidance also need to be made available to allow mainstreaming to occur. It is unrealistic to expect so many organisations and individuals to take-on the additional task of mainstreaming rural without additional assistance. The responsibility for representing and considering rural should not fall onto the shoulders of interested parties and rural organisations, it needs to become engrained in all stakeholders.  

Leadership in relation to mainstreaming needs to be set by central government. Its own target setting needs to be reviewed to ensure that is constructed in a way that does not lead to rural needs being neglected or overlooked. This also needs to occur within those policies that it develops and the associated delivery frameworks.

4. Recommendations

4.1. Engrain ‘Thinking Rural’

It is imperative that ‘thinking rural’ occurs at all levels within the organisations that play a part in developing and delivering the Local Area Agreement. This will ensure that rather than being seen as an additional process, ‘rural proofing’ will become an integral part of the development and implementation of delivery frameworks of all types. The implications and effects of not dealing with rural need within the LAA need to be identified and communicated.

4.2. Develop Guidance and Resources

Whilst central government has outlined that ‘rural proofing’ should be the primary mechanism through which rural needs are incorporated into strategies and policies, there is currently limited practical advice or guidance on how this should be achieved. There is even less information on precisely how this should be achieved within the LAA.

The guidance, tools and resources required to assist stakeholders should be made available by the organisations themselves with additional resources being made sought from central sources. Effective methods of ‘rural proofing’ need to be incorporated into the mechanisms used to develop and implement delivery in the LAA. Specialist advice should be sought on mainstreaming and rural proofing from the Commission for Rural Communities, ACRE & SERCC. Examples of good practice should be shared across the region.

4.3. Restructure Data and Evidence

The development of LAA Indicator Delivery Plans should be made to include a geographical analysis of the need, this would illustrate where need is located and how the progress towards an indicator was distributed. This would make clear where resources were being distributed and ensure that this occurred on a basis proportionate to the need. This would make it clear whether any needs existed that were not being responded to and thereby develop an incentive to ensure that rural was considered. 

The construction of many datasets used in the development and monitoring of LAA indicators mean that they are flexible enough to allow the rural component to be identified. The Commission for Rural Communities has recently released a spreadsheet which sets out the viability of identifying the rural components for each of the National Indicators. 

4.4. Feedback to Government
The limitations of the existing LAA National Indicator set, together with the lack of practical guidance on how to undertake rural mainstreaming should be clearly communicated back to central government. This should clearly outline the limitations that central government itself imposes on the LAA process, it should also make clear those changes which would both incentivise and compel organisations to incorporate rural more effectively into the process.
5. Appendix

5.1. Rural Mainstreaming Questionnaire

Rural Mainstreaming Questionnaire

	Name:


	

	Title/Position:


	

	Strategic Partnership:


	

	Contact Phone Number: 


	


1. What processes have been developed/implemented by the Strategic Partnership to ensure that ‘rural’ is mainstreamed within the LAA?

	


2. How has the Strategic Partnership gone about developing and implementing these rural mainstreaming processes? 

	


3. Who has been made responsible for developing, implementing and monitoring these processes? (names, organisations, contact details) 

Has it been one person, or is it the responsibility of individual National Indicator leads?

	


4. What barriers have been encountered in mainstreaming ‘rural’ within the LAA?

(e.g. awareness of rural, cost, complexity, data – lack of rural data and evidence, resistance, type of targets etc.)

	


Please outline any examples of the difficulties you have faced and how these have been responded to or overcome:

	


5. Has the Strategic Partnership identified those National Indicators within the LAA with a significant rural component?

	


6. How will the rural component of each LAA national indicator be determined and monitored? Will this occur discretely or as part of wider monitoring?

	


7. Please provide an example of how ‘rural’ has been represented within the LAA:

	


8. How successful in your view has the mainstreaming of ‘rural’ into the LAA been? 

	


9. Have the LAA and its indicators been rural proofed?

Yes □   No □

If so, by whom and using what method?

	


10. How would you rate the way in which rural has been incorporated into the LAA. 

1 = Not Satisfactory 10 = Very Satisfactory – Please Circle

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10


Please return to:

Shahnaz Zarif

Research Officer

Sussex House

212 High Street

Lewes

East Sussex

Tel: (01273) 405 844
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