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Executive Summary 
 
This report is an evaluation of the East Peak LEADER Programme which ran from 2009 to 
2013 and was supported through the Rural Development Programme for England (RDPE) 
which is funded by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) and The 
European Union.  
 
LEADER is a French acronym which translates to "Liaison among Actors in Rural Economic 
Development". It works on the basis of a Local Action Group comprising local public, private 
and civil society representatives being delegated powers of strategy and delivery. Through an 
agreed Local Development Strategy (LDS), this allows them to address important local 
priorities in an innovative, locally specific and participative way. 
 
The East Peak LEADER Programme supported the communities around Penistone, 
Stocksbridge, Ecclesfield, Bradfield, Denby Dale and Kirkburton in West and South Yorkshire.  
The population of the East Peak LEADER area is approximately 124,680 and approximately 
55% of the population live in Sheffield, 26% in Kirklees and 18% in Barnsley.   The 
Programme operated under three main measures: 
 

�  Measure 321 – Basic services for the economy and rural population 
�  Measure 322 – Village renewal and development 
�  Measure 323 – Upgrading and conservation of rural heritage. 

 
A budget of £2,261,818 was allocated to 99 projects and delivered the following outputs: 
 

�  2,391 volunteers were involved in the delivery of funded projects 
�  83 jobs were created or maintained 
�  363 community groups were supported by or involved in projects 
�  6,330 people attended training sessions or workshops 
�  147 workshops or training sessions were held 
�  Over 150 hectares of land was improved 
�  Over 955 km of footpaths and bridleways were improved or maintained 
�  57 new walks were developed 
�  164 events and open days were held. 

 
The Programme delivered a range of economic, environmental and social outcomes and this 
report includes a number of case studies of major projects to outline these outcomes.  The 
report also includes perspectives from the Programme’s stakeholders confirming the value 
delivered.  Individual perspectives on the Programme’s impact: 
  
“the programme that has delivered innovative solutions to rural regeneration in the most 
effective and efficient way I have ever come across.” 
 
“providing an opportunity to recognise what is distinctive about our area, to build on that and 
work together to make a genuine social, economic and cultural impact on our communities.” 
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Section 1 - Introduction 
 
 

The purpose of this document is to evaluate the East Peak LEADER Programme 2009 – 2013. 
The scope of the evaluation was agreed by the Local Action Group (LAG) in July 2013. 
 
This evaluation was completed between November 2013 and July 2014. Desk top research 
was undertaken by the EPIP Manager and Project Development Co-ordinator using original 
project files and other documents relating to the East Peak LEADER programme (2009 -2013).  
 
During February 2014, two online surveys were made available for completion by LIG (Local 
Innovation Group) members (89 contacts) and LEADER grant applicants. A third survey was 
sent to EPIP’s current mailing list (45 contacts). EPIP Board members were also asked for 
comments at a Board Meeting (on 25th February 2014) and also via email. The results of these 
surveys were analysed by EPIP staff.   

 
1.1 – Context of the East Peak LEADER programme: 
  

The East Peak LEADER Programme was one of six in the Yorkshire and Humber region and 
one of 64 across England. It was the only LEADER programme to operate in any part of South 
Yorkshire although three others operated within the Sheffield City Region. It was one of three 
LEADER programmes which operated in the Leeds City Region.  The map below shows the 
area covered by the East Peak LEADER Programme. 
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Between 2003 and 2008, a successful LEADER+ programme was delivered across Penistone 
and District. The programme was implemented by a Local Action Group (LAG) which operated 
as part of Penistone & District Community Partnership. Further information about the 
Penistone & District LEADER+ Programme is included in the East Peak LDS (EPIP, 2008, 
p.20). The University of Lincoln review of LEADER ‘found that where LAGs had the benefit of 
continuity from a previous programme they were often more efficient’ (University of Lincoln, 
2013, p.5). 
 
As the Coast, Wolds, Wetlands & Waterways LEADER Programme (which operated in parts of 
the East Riding of Yorkshire and Ryedale) evaluation report notes, ‘in the current round, 
LEADER has operated across two of the main axes within the Rural Development Programme 
for England (RDPE): Axis 1 – improving the competitiveness of the agriculture and forestry 
sector and Axis 3 – quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy. Each 
of these axes has a number of measures which focus activity and funding. For the 2007-13 
RDPE Programme Regional Development Agencies (RDA) determined which measures 
LEADER partnerships would be allowed to choose from. Only two RDAs allowed LEADER 
partnerships to undertake measures within Axis 1 (South East and North West). Within Axis 3 
some RDAs did not allow LEADER partnerships to undertake measures around business 
support (this included Yorkshire Forward and Advantage West Midlands) (Coast, Wolds, 
Wetlands & Waterways Local Action Group, 2013, p.4). 
 
The East Peak LEADER Programme operated under three main Measures: 
 

�  Measure 321 – Basic services for the economy and rural population 
�  Measure 322 – Village renewal and development 
�  Measure 323 – Upgrading and conservation of rural heritage 

 
In addition, LEADER funding was available under Measure 421 (Implementing co-operation 
projects) and Measure 431 (Management and Administration).  The LEADER Programme 
budget (2009 – 2013) was £2,733,580. £500,874 was available for Management and 
Administration of the programme (Measure 431) with the remainder available for expenditure 
on project activity under the remaining Measures. The University of Lincoln’s report on the 
current LEADER programme states that ‘the average LAG budget is approaching £2 million, 
although this is a mean average and there are very wide variations across former regions, with 
the largest LAG budgets, both in Cumbria, running at £8 million’ (University of Lincoln, 2013, 
p.31). 
 
In the University of Lincoln report, the East Peak Innovation Partnership is characterised as a 
‘medium spend’, upland LAG (University of Lincoln, 2013, p.70) as is the neighbouring South 
Pennines LAG.  Most LEADER areas cover a geography with a population of around 100,000 
people (Coast, Wolds, Wetlands & Waterways Local Action Group, 2013, p.4). The population 
of the East Peak LEADER area is approximately 124,680.  
 
The East Peak LEADER area covers approximately 47,739 hectares. The landscape of the 
East Peak area is varied, ‘from heather moorland in the south and west to a more agricultural 
and post-industrial landscape in the north and east’ (Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group, 2008, 
p.4). Three Natural England Joint Character Areas correspond to different parts of the East 
Peak area – Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and South Yorkshire Coalfields, Yorkshire Southern 
Pennine Fringe and the Dark Peak. 
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1.2 – Summary of the Local Development Strategy:  
 

A copy of the East Peak Local Development Strategy (LDS) can be accessed by visiting: 
www.epip.org.uk/other/downloads.php.  
 
The LDS was assembled in the first half of 2008. The background to its development is 
described as follows: ‘The Rural Development Programme for England LEADER application 
process for Yorkshire and Humberside was launched in the summer 2007. In response 
voluntary organisations and public authorities in North Sheffield and West Barnsley came 
together to look at the relevance of LEADER and the opportunities it could bring. This group 
evolved into a wider partnership including Denby Dale and Kirkburton, and part of South West 
Sheffield, and hence the East Peak Innovation Partnership was born. A Stage 1 RDPE 
LEADER bid was submitted in October 2007, and was successful. This allowed the 
Partnership to progress to Stage 2 which required the production of a Development Plan. The 
Partnership began working on this plan in January 2008 following guidance from Yorkshire 
Forward and was submitted in July 2008’ (EPIP, 2008, p.2).  
 
The LDS goes on to identify two key issues in the East Peak which could be addressed by the 
LEADER approach. The first issue relates to the presence of dispersed pockets of deprivation 
within rural areas, poor access to services and regeneration funding more often being focused 
on urban areas. The second issue relates to the weak profile of the East Peak as a visitor 
destination and threats to the maintenance of some parts of the environment in the East Peak.  
 
As part of the development of the LDS, baseline evidence was gathered in relation to socio-
economic indicators in the East Peak. Rates of employment and self-employment and 
possession of higher level qualifications across the LEADER area were generally higher than 
local authority or national averages and the occupational profile of residents tended towards 
skilled occupations (e.g. managers, professional and associate professional/technical). The 
baseline evidence indicated that the East Peak LEADER area has a slightly smaller number of 
younger residents and a slightly higher number of older residents compared to local authority 
or national averages.  
 
The LDS emphasises the importance of delivering ‘an integrated programme of activity’ (EPIP, 
2008, p.2). There are several examples of the LEADER programme operating in an integrated 
way, such the Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG enabling the two Parish Councils to work 
actively together for the first time and supporting Cycle Penistone (now located next to the 
Trans Pennine Trail), funding re-surfacing work on the TPT itself and developing cycle routes 
from Kirkburton to the TPT to the mutual benefit of all partners. 
 
The main themes outlined in the LDS are as follows:  
 

�  Marketing and promotion of the East Peak 
�  Access and development of the countryside, tourism, culture and heritage 
�  Support and development of the local rural economy 
�  Adding value to the environment and landscape 

 
Each project which was considered for funding from the LEADER programme had to 
contribute to one or more of these themes. In addition, there were three cross-cutting themes: 
carbon offsetting and renewable energy, education and developing capacity and health and 
well-being. 
 
A table summarising the priorities set out in the LDS is included at Annex 1. 
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The LDS also included the following strategic aims :  
 

�  To create a new “identity” unifying the East Peak area as a brand, providing enhanced 
marketing and added value to local products and events. 

 

�  To provide a quality experience of East Peak destinations and activities, contributing to 
the quality branding of the East Peak as a whole and increase the number of people 
taking part, including local people and tourists. 

 

�  To sustain rural services and help rural businesses to be more profitable. 
 

�  Ensuring a quality well managed natural environment linked to communities. 
 

The University of Lincoln review of LEADER states that ‘the most successful LAGs regularly 
review and update their LDS as a living document’ (University of Lincoln, 2013, p.56). The LDS 
was reviewed by the EPIP Board on 4th May 2010 (summary and discussion included at Annex 
Two) and 31st August 2011 (summary included at Annex Three).  
 
On 24th April 2012, in response to diminishing financial resources within the LEADER 
programme, the Board agreed an amended and more specific set of priorities for the 
remainder of the LEADER programme (summary of discussion included at Annex Four). 
These priorities were agreed as:  
 

Priority Link to LEADER Development Pl an 
theme(s) Measure(s) 

Community arts activities 
linked to local culture, 
heritage and landscape 

Access to and development of the 
countryside, tourism, culture and heritage. 

321 – basic services 
for the economy and 
rural population 
323 – upgrading and 
conservation of rural 
heritage 

Nine Villages Programme – 
support for capital 
improvements at village and 
community halls 

Support to and development of the local 
rural economy. 

322 – village renewal 
and development 

Other (non-capital) support 
for community venues (e.g. 
The Venue (EPIP 55)) 

Support to and development of the local 
rural economy. 321 

Local food and drink 
Marketing and promotion of the East Peak. 
Support to and development of the local 
rural economy. 

321 

Promotion of the East Peak 
as a tourism destination 

Marketing and promotion of the East Peak. 
Support to and development of the local 
rural economy. 

321, 323 

Physical improvements to 
walking and cycling routes 

Marketing and promotion of the East Peak. 
Adding value to environment and 
landscape. 

322 

Promotion of walking and 
cycling activities 

Marketing and promotion of the East Peak.  
Access to and development of the 
countryside, tourism, culture and heritage. 

321, 322 

Research, interpretation, 
conservation and celebration 
of local heritage (e.g. 
Preservation and promotion 
of Green Moor’s heritage 
(EPIP 91)) 

Access to and development of the 
countryside, tourism, culture and heritage. 323 
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Priority Link to LEADER Development Plan 
theme(s) Measure(s) 

Support to festivals and galas 

Marketing and promotion of the East Peak.  
Access to and development of the 
countryside, tourism, culture and heritage. 
 

321 

Capacity building in the 
voluntary and community 
sector 

Support to and development of the local 
rural economy. 321 

Supporting use and 
promotion of the Penistone 
Line 

Marketing and promotion of the East Peak. 
Support to and development of the local 
rural economy. 

322 

Digitisation and archiving Access to and development of the 
countryside, tourism, culture and heritage. 323 

Beacons, viewpoints and 
wayside seating 

Access to and development of the 
countryside, tourism, culture and heritage. 
Adding value to environment and 
landscape. 

323 

 
As well as outlining the role of the three Local Innovation Groups (LIGs) and the EPIP Board, 
the LDS also proposed the ongoing use of a Technical Advisory Group which would 
‘supplement the skills and abilities of the Partnership (EPIP, 2008, p.8). As well as drawing 
membership from local authority officers, it was proposed that it would also include individuals 
with expertise relevant to specific proposed project activity. This Group did not operate 
primarily because the two stage application process proved to be sufficiently time-consuming 
without project proposals being referred to yet another group for consultation.  
 
While acknowledging the value of town and village plans, the LDS identifies the advantages of 
tackling many rural issues across a larger geographic area such as the East Peak LEADER 
area. 
 
There is a strong emphasis in the LDS on supporting projects which can achieve sustainability. 
Sustainability was not a relevant consideration in all the projects supported by the LEADER 
programme as some were never intended to be sustainable in themselves but led to the 
establishment of community activity which continued beyond the period of LEADER funding 
(e.g. the Villages of Poetry projects (EPIP 44 and EPIP 113). In other cases, LEADER funding 
directly contributed to the sustainability of projects, such as Cycle Penistone (EPIP 116), The 
Venue - capacity building and programme development (EPIP 55) and through support to 
village and community halls from the Nine Villages Programme and the Capacity building for 
community centres project (EPIP 34). There were also examples of relatively small 
investments, such as the EPIP Cycling Study (EPIP 32), which helped to make the case for 
much larger projects such as the Kirkburton to TPT Cycle Routes (EPIP 32a).  
 
It should also be noted that policy changes following the General Election of 2010 resulted in a 
number of partners identified in the LDS (not least, of course, Yorkshire Forward) being 
abolished, including some which it was planned would assist with delivery of the LEADER 
programme, such as Yorkshire South Tourism. Other voluntary sector partners, such as 
Heritage Inspired, ceased to exist during the period of the LEADER programme due to a lack 
of external funding.   
 
The LDS identifies a number of economic, social and environmental needs within the East 
Peak LEADER area. These are included by way of context for the strategy and there was no 
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intention that each of these needs could be addressed by the LEADER programme alone. The 
main areas of need which were addressed were: 
 

�  Increasing the profile of the East Peak as a visitor destination 
�  Supporting rural businesses (although this was almost exclusively restricted to 

food/drink and arts/crafts businesses) 
�  Reducing barriers to accessing the countryside and green spaces 
�  Improving community facilities and the range of activities which take place there 
�  Supporting advice services 
�  Supporting projects working with young people (although this was limited) 

 
The LDS also identifies reducing carbon footprints and promoting sources of renewable energy 
as important although no substantive projects were supported by the LEADER programme in 
these areas.  
 
There was, however, significant support from the LEADER programme for projects which 
addressed the final need identified in the LDS, ‘the need to capitalise on and take advantage 
of our assets and untapped potential [as an area for outdoor recreation and tourism, often 
linked to heritage]’ (EPIP, 2008, p.14). The LDS notes that ‘almost 5 million people are within a 
one hour drive of the East Peak area’ (EPIP, 2008, p.15).  
 
There is specific reference in the LDS to ‘cross-boundary access networks’ in the East Peak 
area such as the Trans Pennine Trail (EPIP, 2008, p.15). The Trans Pennine Trail benefitted 
from LEADER funding for surfacing improvements (Penistone to Shore Hall Lane) (EPIP 142) 
and from the Trans Pennine Trail Benches & Interpretation (EPIP 158) and Trans Pennine 
Trail Tables and Interpretation at Hazlehead (EPIP 158a) projects. 
 
The LDS refers to ‘positive improvements and interpretation of local heritage sites and trails’ 
(EPIP, 2008, p.15) and several projects funded through the LEADER programme 
complemented and renewed work carried out previously as well as delivering new 
interpretation.  
 
It is difficult to assess to what extent the programme increased visitor numbers to the LEADER 
area. The profile of the Denby Dale and Kirkburton areas as places to visit has been raised 
and these areas now feature in promotional materials produced by Kirklees Council. New 
accommodation providers have started up in the area and several businesses in the area 
report economic benefits from more walkers in the area.  
 
Feedback from LAG members from Denby Dale and Kirkburton, collected as part of the 
evaluation, supported the view that the village renewal and development Measure had 
featured strongly through the Nine Villages Programme, for example. Tourism had also been 
given a healthy boost in the local area through support for Walkers are Welcome initiatives and 
the development of cycle routes. Investment had also been made in festivals which raised the 
profile of the area. There was also a strong emphasis on heritage, including the East Peak 
Industrial Heritage Support Programme (EPIP 74), and many schemes resulted in 
environmental improvements, with improved footpaths and bridleways. It was, however, also 
acknowledged that the LEADER programme had been less successful in bringing direct 
economic benefits and the creation of jobs, although any increase in the number of visitors to 
the local area should benefit local businesses.  
 
The LDS identifies several examples of the culture and heritage of the East Peak area.  
Heritage projects received a significant proportion of the funding available through the 
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LEADER programme. The East Peak Industrial Heritage Support Programme (EPIP 74) and 
the Industrial Monument Management Scheme (which were both supported with substantial 
investments by English Heritage) as well as the Makers, Miners and Money route of industrial 
heritage (EPIP 111) all reflected a strong emphasis on the industrial heritage of the East Peak. 
The LEADER programme also provided grants for large projects at Cannon Hall (EPIP 143) 
and Wentworth Castle Gardens (EPIP 42) as well as smaller projects at Wortley Hall (EPIP 62 
and EPIP 89).  
 
The East Peak Faith Site Heritage Interpretation Project (EPIP 39), led by Heritage Inspired, 
benefitted 27 places of worship and projects, were also supported at Silkstone Parish Church 
(EPIP 68), Hoylandswaine Parish Church (EPIP 114 and EPIP 114a) and Shepley Methodist 
Churchyard (EPIP 76).   
 
The LDS highlights some of the performance traditions associated with the East Peak. A 
significant investment of LEADER funds went into the East Peak Traditional Performance 
Project (EPIP 151) and the Three Notes Educational Project (EPIP 60) (a joint project 
delivered by three brass bands from different parts of the East Peak area). Grants were also 
made to male voice choirs from Bolsterstone and Worrall (EPIP 50) and to the Shepley Spring 
Festival (EPIP 88). 
 
The preparation of the LDS involved the review of a number of strategies current at the time. 
The LDS draws particular attention to the Regional Economic Strategy (RES), the Yorkshire 
and Humber Rural Framework, the Regional Spatial Strategy, the Sheffield City Region 
Development Programme and the Sheffield Economic Master Plan.  Many of the priorities of 
these strategies focus strongly on support for businesses, economic sustainability, improving 
skills, tourism and the natural environment. In addition, they include themes relating to rural 
transport and housing which have not been addressed through the East Peak LEADER 
programme. 
 
The LDS provides an explanation of the process through which the priority themes of the 
LEADER programme were identified (p.22). This process included significant desk-based 
research using existing data sets and investigation of the environmental, heritage and cultural 
assets and needs of the LEADER area. The LDS also outlines the consultation undertaken 
with Parish Councils, voluntary and community sector forums and LIGs. There is also an 
explanation of how the priority themes link to the Axes of the Rural Development Programme 
for England (2009 – 2013) and the fit with the three Measures available to the East Peak 
LEADER programme. 
 
As a result of the Measures under which the East Peak LEADER programme operated and the 
provision of grant aid for business support from other parts of the RDPE, no direct financial 
support for start-up or existing businesses was possible through the LEADER programme. 
Support for local businesses was limited to projects which involved an element of collaboration 
or joint collective working, in many cases brokered by EPIP, such as the Local Food Directory 
(EPIP 148), the Directory of Artists and Craft Makers (EPIP 159), support for the Penistone, 
Peak and Pennine Tourism Group (EPIP 61 and EPIP 147), the establishment of the Denby 
Dale and Kirkburton website (EPIP 72) (www.denbydale-kirkburton.org.uk) and work 
undertaken as part of the Supporting enterprising rural communities project (EPIP 94), the 
Developing tourism and local heritage project (EPIP 115) and the European Country Inns (ECI) 
transnational co-operation project (EPIP 137). The Dry stone wall conservation and restoration 
within the East Peak project (EPIP 53) provided accredited training and several other projects 
provided significant training for volunteers.  
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The LDS clearly anticipates supporting a combination of East Peak-wide projects and projects 
with a more local impact. Almost half of LEADER expenditure on projects was allocated to 
East Peak-wide projects (see Annex Five).  
 
The LDS also acknowledges that not all projects would be likely to be able to attract match 
funding and that ‘in some instances, projects may need to be 100% funded by LEADER, and 
in other instances the % may be very small’ (EPIP, 2008, p23). A large proportion of projects 
were funded at 100% but, at the same time, a significant amount of match funding was 
attracted by LEADER funded projects. 
 
The LDS outlines the commitment of Sheffield City Council, Barnsley Metropolitan Borough 
Council and Kirklees Council ‘to support [through financial contributions] the staffing 
arrangements of the Partnership’ (EPIP, 2008, p.27). All three local authorities contributed 
£45,000 each during the lifetime of the LEADER programme.  
 
The LDS includes a timetable and strategy for developing co-operation projects. This strategy 
was not fully implemented and the development of co-operation activity took much longer than 
planned and delivered limited impacts. 
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1.3 – Projects support by the LEADER programme:  
 

The following commissioned projects were funded by the East Peak LEADER programme: 
 

�  Digitisation – Penistone Archive 
�  Digitisation – Farms and farmers around Denby Dale 
�  Digitisation – Stocksbridge & District History Society 
�  Digitisation – Denby Dale Parish Council 
�  Digitisation – Kirkburton Parish Council 
�  Digitisation – Penistone Grammar School 
�  Digitisation – Creation of archive website for Denby Dale and Kirkburton 
�  Beacons and Viewpoints – Beacons and viewpoints report 
�  Beacons and Viewpoints – Installation of wayside seats on Farnley Estates 
�  EPIP area cycling report 
�  Denby Dale & Kirkburton visitor website 
�  Industrial Heritage in the East Peak 
�  Local food mapping and website 
�  European Route of Industrial Heritage – Makers, Miners and Money  
�  Project Development Officer – Developing tourism and local heritage 
�  East Peak Outdoor 2013 
�  Improvements to key footpaths and bridleways in Denby Dale and Kirkburton 
�  East Peak Local Food Directory 
�  East Peak Traditional Performance Project  
�  Silkstone Waggonway aerial filming 
�  Trans Pennine Trail Conservation Volunteers (two projects) 
�  East Peak Arts & Crafts Directories 
�  European Country Inns (ECI) transnational co-operation project 

 
 
1.3a – Total application numbers: 
 

A total of 160 project ideas were received and/or commissioned during the LEADER 
programme. Of these, 99 were funded.  Of the remainder, 12 were subsequently withdrawn 
and the rest rejected for varying reasons.  This information is outlined in the chart below but 
please note figures don’t total 160 as some rejected projects were subsequently re-submitted 
and funded. A list is included at Annex Six. 
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1.3b – Rejected applications: 
 

There are a number of reasons why applications were rejected and they are presented in the 
chart below. 
 

 
 
Many of the ineligible applications were ‘stand alone’ projects such as community hall 
refurbishments and village festivals and, in the early days of the programme, it was seen as a 
priority for projects to operate across the whole of the EPIP area as far as was possible.  
However, following a review of the LDS in May 2010, it was agreed that stand alone projects 
were eligible but would be treated as low priority. 
 
Later in the programme the LAG devised the Nine Villages Programme which went on to the 
support seven refurbishments/improvements to village halls across the three LIG areas.  The 
programme was developed from an original project idea submitted by Bolsterstone Village Hall 
Trust and aimed to support a total of nine village halls (three in each LIG area) over three 
years.  Halls had to commit to running a mixed programme of activities to attract visitors from 
other parts of the East Peak area and/or from outside the East Peak area.  The halls also had 
to commit to serve as a focal point for activities throughout the year.   
 
The LAG also went on to fund elements of village festivals and galas with a strict proviso that 
this would be a one off contribution and would assist in attracting new visitors.  Examples of 
funded work for community festivals include a tree carving at Oughtibridge Coronation Park 
and the provision of marquees at both Shepley Spring Festival and Birdsedge Village Festival. 
 
Recommendation 1:  if, in a future programme, consideration is given t o grants for 
activity such as festivals, the LAG could allocate a ring fenced sum for this (e.g.  
£25,000) with staff having delegated authority to m ake decisions on the awarding of 
grants.  
 
19 projects were considered not good value for money; this could have been because outputs 
were insufficient for the level of funding requested or the project included a high percentage of 
salary costs.  Two projects were rejected due to the costs being too small (£600 and £1,296).  
Due to the staff time involved in administering LEADER grants, it was felt that processing such 
small applications represented poor value for money. 
 
Nine projects were deferred and subsequently rejected as these formed part of EPIP’s future 
plans such as projects around local food, sustainable energy, cycling and walking.   
 
Local food, walking and cycling projects were funded later in the programme following 
consultation and specific commissioned reports in these areas. 
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Of the nine that were invited to revise their proposals and re-submit, three were subsequently 
funded, one was rejected and four stage 2 applications were never received. 
 
1.3c – Application size: 
 

The majority of project applications receiving funding were under £50,000, with only nine 
above this amount.  Steel Valley Project was the only organisation to receive over £200,000 
over the lifetime of the programme (£211,312).  The majority of commissioned projects were 
under £25,000.  The highest commissioned project received £116,933 and was for digitisation 
projects for Penistone archive, Stocksbridge History Society, Denby Dale & Kirkburton Parish 
archives, Bradfield Parish Council and Penistone Grammar School. 
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Section 2 – Evaluation of delivery mechanisms 
 
 

2.1 - Evaluation of the marketing, communications a nd publicity strategy: 
 

The LDS sets out three elements of EPIP’s marketing, communications and publicity strategy 
– promotion of EPIP and the LEADER approach, promotion of the East Peak area and 
promotion of wider opportunities presented by the RDPE (p, 40). 
 
The aim of the promotion of EPIP and the LEADER approach was to encourage project ideas 
and applications for LEADER funding, to maximise opportunities for consultation and 
involvement and to ensure local communities were aware of how LEADER funding had been 
spent. This was to be achieved through the EPIP website, newsletters and leaflets, local 
broadcast media, project launch events and merchandising. It was not possible to pursue the 
last of these to any extent due to restrictions (following the General Election in 2010) on 
expenditure on merchandising. The EPIP website (www.epip.org.uk) was established in 2009. 
The website has served as a central point of information about the LEADER programme and 
the projects it has supported. Additional sites were added for the Industrial Heritage Support 
Programme and Local Food in 2011. The website has received a total of 19,867 visits and 
54,533 page views from 9,832 visitors between November 2009 and December 2013. 
 
A flyer and roll up banners were also produced early in the LEADER programme which 
provided simple messages about the priorities of the programme and the boundaries of the 
East Peak area. A more detailed information sheet was widely circulated in the Denby Dale 
and Kirkburton areas in 2010.  A full page advertisement about the LEADER programme (but 
with a focus on project activity in North Sheffield) was placed in Look Local on 20th May 2010. 
Ten newsletters and eight e-briefs were produced during the lifetime of the programme and 
these were distributed primarily by e-mail to a circulation list of all LIG members plus 45 other 
contacts.  
 
Articles relating to LEADER funded projects appeared in the local print media, in particular in 
Look Local (47 articles), the Barnsley Chronicle (16 articles), the Huddersfield Examiner (9 
articles), the Yorkshire Post (8 articles) and the Sheffield Star (3 articles) as well as in local 
Parish Council newsletters and Annual Reports. Articles also appeared in a range of specialist 
journals such as Industrial Archaeology News, Art Quarterly, Historic Gardens Review, the 
Georgian Magazine, Jacobite Studies News, Tykes News, Stirrings and Historic House Review. 
 
There was relatively good use of local broadcast media, in particular Penistone FM and BBC 
Radio Sheffield and, towards the end of the LEADER programme, the Industrial Heritage 
Support Officer appeared on the BBC Yorkshire programme Inside Out.   
 
The promotion of the East Peak area was planned to be achieved through the development of 
a website ‘to enable people to find out about the East Peak, with links to accommodation 
booking, etc.’ (EPIP, 2008, p.41). The planned website was not, in the end, developed but 
LEADER resources were invested in the development of the existing Visit Penistone website 
and in the creation of the Denby Dale and Kirkburton website. There are also good existing 
online resources covering the part of the LEADER area located within the Peak District 
National Park. 
 
There was limited promotion of wider opportunities presented by the RDPE although enquiries 
received from local businesses were signposted to other RDPE programmes (e.g. the Rural 
Business Start Up Programme, the Rural Enterprise Investment Programme and the Farming 



15 | P a g e  
�

East Peak Innovation Partnership Evaluation 

and Forestry Improvement Scheme). Two members of the LAG also participated in the local 
decision-making body for the Rural Business Start Up Programme. In 2013, an application 
from the Denby Dale and Kirkburton areas was submitted to the Rural Community Broadband 
Fund.  
 
The importance of social media has grown significantly during the LEADER programme and 
an EPIP Facebook page and Twitter account began to be used in 2012. An EPIP You Tube 
channel was set up in 2013. 
 
In general, good use was made of electronic communications. By 2013, only two LIG members 
were not using e-mail.  
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2.2 - Evaluation of Local Innovation Group membersh ip: 
 

In July 2008, when the LDS was submitted for approval to Yorkshire Forward, EPIP had 16 
public sector members, 12 private sector members and 26 members from the voluntary and 
community sector (EPIP, 2008, p.5).  
 
Membership of any of the three Local Innovation Groups (LIGs) has been open to anyone with 
an interest in being involved in the delivery of the LEADER programme. Each LIG operates 
under its own agreed Terms of Reference (an example is provided at Annex Seven). Each of 
the three LIGs has played a vital role in shaping the LEADER programme bringing valuable 
local knowledge and a genuine ‘bottom up’ approach which a smaller, more strategic LAG on 
its own would have found impossible to the same degree. The purpose of the LIGs has been, 
in line with what was planned in the LDS, to be ‘the key mechanism for enabling local people 
and organisations to be part of the decision making process, and ensure projects that are 
taken forward are meaningful and beneficial to the East Peak communities’ (EPIP, 2008, p.11). 
 
The three LIGs operated differently in some important respects, including in how regularly they 
met as a group: 
 
Local Innovation Group Number of Meetings held 2008 - 2013  

Denby Dale and Kirkburton 44 
Penistone and District 33 
North Sheffield 15 

 
The Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG met relatively frequently throughout the period of the 
LEADER programme. As well as fulfilling its role in discussing project proposals, this LIG also 
became involved in a number of non-LEADER issues such as provision of high speed 
broadband in the local area. The LIG also organised meetings which involved external 
speakers on topics of interest to LIG members as well as receiving reports at meetings from 
groups delivering LEADER funded projects. The Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG was the most 
proactive of the three LIGs not least because they developed their own projects, such as the 
Denby Dale and Kirkburton website (EPIP 72) and the project to implement improvements to 
footpaths and bridleways in the local area (EPIP 136).  
  
Membership of the Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG was as follows: 
 

Public Sector Private Sector Voluntary and 
Community Sector 

12 4 10 
 
The Penistone and District LIG met regularly through most of the LEADER programme but 
less frequently in the final year. The focus of most agendas was on the LEADER programme 
and the consideration of project proposals. The LIG received a number of reports at meetings 
from groups delivering LEADER funded projects.  
 
Membership of the Penistone and District LIG was as follows: 
 

Public Sector Private Sector Voluntary and 
Community Sector 

6 5 14 
 
The North Sheffield LIG met relatively infrequently and conducted a significant amount of 
business effectively using e-mail communications. The quality of feedback from LIG members 
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on project proposals was very high despite not often having the opportunity to discuss project 
proposals around the same table.  
 
Membership of the North Sheffield LIG was as follows: 
 

Public Sector Private Sector Voluntary and 
Community Sector 

6 2 11 
 
There were very few opportunities for combined LIG meetings. Prior to the start of the 
LEADER programme, there were two full EPIP meetings ‘which had the purpose of ratifying 
key decisions, such as approval of the Development Plan [LDS]’ (EPIP, 2008, p.10). Joint LIG 
meetings were piloted early in the programme and AGMs in 2011, 2012 and 2013 also 
provided the opportunity for members from the three LIGs to meet. These meetings were held 
in Penistone because of its central location within the East Peak area but the meetings still 
tended to attract a larger proportion of attendees from the Penistone area and fewer from 
North Sheffield or Denby Dale or Kirkburton.  
 
Feedback from LIG members in response to the question ‘how well do you think the LIG 
structure has worked as a means of steering the programme’ was as follows: 
 

 
Comments received from LIG members and project applicants in relation to EPIP’s LIG 
structure were as follows: 
 
“LIG structure works well although LIGs are dependent on a core nucleus of activists.” 
 
“LIGs ensure a genuine ‘bottom up’ approach compared to other LAG structures and the local 
knowledge which LIG members have brought has been very valuable, particularly in avoiding 
duplication.” 
 
“Interest in participation has diminished in the last year or so [in 2013] maybe because all the 
LEADER funds had been allocated but this reflects experience from other regeneration 
programmes involving the community.” 
 
“There have been some complaints from some parts of the LEADER area where there is a 
sense that they have missed out on LEADER funding but there was often little participation 
from these areas in the LIGs’ and ‘the Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG has ‘caught up’ with the 
Penistone and District and North Sheffield LIGs in terms of experience of community-led 
development.” 
 
“We know where and when to spend funds and often are able to avoid duplication due to the 
diverse membership of the LIGs.” 
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“The officer co-ordination and delivery of projects has been very good.  I would have wished to 
see additional LIG member participation in some activities.” 
 
“LIG held together well by dedication of its Chair, Richard Brook, well supported by officers, of 
course.” 
 
“Not sure of the actual influence of the LIGs.” 
 
The EPIP Board separately reviewed this question on 25th February 2014 and, in addition, 
Board members from Denby Dale and Kirkburton also reviewed this question at a separate 
subsequent meeting. The following points were noted from the discussions which took place 
on these occasions: 
 

�  LIG structure works well although LIGs are dependent on a core nucleus of activists 
together with an effective Chair. 

 
�  LIGs ensure a genuine ‘bottom up’ approach compared to other LAG structures and the 

local knowledge which LIG members have brought has been very valuable, particularly 
in avoiding duplication.  

 
�  Interest in participation has diminished in the last year or so (maybe because all the 

LEADER funds had been allocated) but this reflects experience from other regeneration 
programmes involving the community (e.g. SRB and Objective One). 

 
�  There have been some complaints from some parts of the LEADER area where there is 

a sense that they have missed out on LEADER funding but there was often little 
participation from these areas in the LIGs. 

 
�  Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG has ‘caught up’ with the Penistone and District and 

North Sheffield LIGs in terms of experience of community-led development. Board 
members from Denby Dale and Kirkburton did note, however, that the LIG has not 
managed to engage local businesses to the extent which had been hoped. The LIG has 
helped to bring the two areas of Denby Dale and Kirkburton together. It was also noted 
that there more interaction between the LIGs would have been helpful.  

 
�  Need to consider whether the LIG structure is still appropriate for the next programme 

or should other solutions be developed. 
 

The EPIP Board provided strategic direction for the delivery of the LEADER programme and 
acted as the Decision Making Body (DMB) in respect of the allocation of LEADER funding to 
external projects and to commissioned activity. Membership of the Board is drawn from the 
three LIGs which each elect three representatives annually who are subsequently endorsed at 
EPIP’s AGM. The Board has also been strengthened through the co-option of three additional 
members in 2013. The Board operates under Memorandum and Articles of Association 
adopted on 16th November 2009.  
 
The role of the LIGs in reviewing project proposals was advisory rather than executive and, 
inevitably, there were occasions when the EPIP Board made decisions which conflicted with 
some of the recommendations of individual LIGs. This, however, did not lead to any significant 
issues. 
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The University of Lincoln review of LEADER ‘found that the effectiveness of LAGs is highly 
dependent on the individuals involved, particularly the LAG members and support staff’ and 
that ‘the most successful LAGs are those with a broad representation of community, public 
sector and private sector interests’ (University of Lincoln, 2013, p.30). The membership of the 
EPIP Board was fairly consistent between 2008 and 2013 and many of the current EPIP Board 
members were involved in the earliest Task Group meetings (held in 2007 and 2008) to 
develop the partnership and to assemble the LDS.  
 
Name Period  Representation LIG 

Martin Bancroft 2008 to date – 
Chair throughout 

Voluntary/Community Sector 
Penistone, Peak and Pennine 
Tourism Group  

Penistone and 
District 

Graham 
Silverwood 

2008 to date – Vice 
Chair 2008 – 2013 

Voluntary/Community Sector STEP 
Development Trust – co-opted in 
2013 

North Sheffield 

Cllr Richard Brook  2008 to date – Vice 
Chair in 2013 

Public Sector Denby Dale Parish 
Council 

Denby Dale and 
Kirkburton 

Tony Peers 2008 to date  Voluntary/Community Sector 
Bolsterstone Community Group North Sheffield 

Graham Coultish 2008 to date Private Sector Agricultural 
Business 

Penistone and 
District 

Maggie Blanshard 2008 to date Voluntary/Community Sector 
Denby Dale Centre  

Denby Dale and 
Kirkburton 

Cllr Andrew Millner 2008 to date Public Sector Barnsley MBC and 
Penistone Town Council  

Penistone and 
District 

Cllr Robert 
Barraclough 2008 to date Private Sector Agricultural 

Business 
Denby Dale and 
Kirkburton 

Richard Godley Joined Board in 
2013 

Public Sector Peak District National 
Park Authority North Sheffield 

Chris Prescott Joined Board in 
2013 Private Sector Consultant North Sheffield 

Maureen Harrison Joined Board in 
2013 

Voluntary/Community Sector 
Penistone, Peak and Pennine 
Tourism Group – co-opted in 2013 

Penistone and 
District 

Cllr Trevor 
Bagshaw 2008 Public Sector Sheffield City Council North Sheffield 

Cllr Martin 
Brelsford 2009 to 2011 Public Sector Sheffield City Council 

and Stocksbridge Town Council North Sheffield 

Cllr Jack Clarkson 2012 to 2013 Public Sector Stocksbridge Town 
Council North Sheffield 

Sharon Batty 2011 to 2012 Public Sector Sheffield City Council North Sheffield 

Mark Sykes  Joined Board in 
2013 Private Sector – co-opted in 2013 Denby Dale and 

Kirkburton 
 
Although good representation across the three sectors has been maintained and there is a 
wide range of relevant experience among Board members, there has been under-
representation by women and by younger people on the Board.  
 
The EPIP Board has met around eleven times each year with some additional ‘away day’ 
meetings. The LDS envisaged the Board meeting every two months but the volume of 
business which the Board have had to deal with meant that monthly meetings were necessary. 
Meeting venues have rotated around the East Peak as planned. Board meetings are only 
quorate if there is representation from all three LIGs.  
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The Board has reviewed LEADER programme expenditure, the progress of individual projects 
in achieving their output targets and monthly expenditure by the partnership at each meeting 
thereby enabling Board members to maintain close scrutiny of the delivery of the LEADER 
programme. This practice reflects the intention in the LDS that the Board should ‘decide on the 
allocation of LEADER funding’ and ‘ensure the Partnership is on target to meet its LEADER 
outputs/outcomes (EPIP, 2008, p.6). Meetings have generally been planned to last for two 
hours (usually with a timed agenda) but lengthy discussions have frequently led to longer 
meetings.  
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2.3 – Evaluation of staff roles: 
 

EPIP has employed a Manager and Project Development Co-ordinator full-time since January 
2009. An Industrial Heritage Support Officer was employed full-time between December 2010 
and November 2013 funded through the East Peak Industrial Heritage Support Programme 
(EPIP 74). A Project Development Officer has been employed since January 2012. This post 
was funded between January 2012 and December 2013 through the Developing tourism and 
local heritage project (EPIP 115). 
 
The LDS proposed the employment of 2.5 FTE staff to support the LEADER programme 
together with a 0.5 FTE post (to be located within Barnsley MBC). It was subsequently decided 
that 2 FTE posts with the addition of officer time from Barnsley MBC (on an ad hoc basis) 
would be sufficient to meet the requirements of the programme.  
 
The division of duties between the Manager, the Project Development Co-ordinator and the 
BMBC Officer were reviewed regularly. An example is included at Annex Eight. With such a 
small staff team, there were inevitably challenges in complying with Defra’s requirements for 
proper division of duties between providing advice to applicants, appraising project 
applications and scrutinising and signing off monitoring reports and financial claims. In January 
2014, for example, it was necessary to ask the Project Development Officer to carry out Post 
Payment Supervisory Checks on a sample of claims as she had had no involvement in the 
processing of these claims. Similar issues had arisen during the Penistone & District 
LEADER+ programme which employed only one full-time member of staff supplemented for 
part of the programme with a half-time administrative worker.  
 
The provision of pre-application advice was particularly problematic as both the Manager and 
the Project Development Co-ordinator were involved in delivering this, while the Manager had 
lead responsibility for subsequent project appraisal and the Project Development Co-ordinator 
had lead responsibility for subsequent project monitoring. With such a small staff team, proper 
division of duties will always be a significant challenge but this is mitigated to a considerable 
extent by the involvement of the Accountable Body. 
 
As the LEADER programme developed, the Manager had to take on additional responsibility 
for the line management of two more staff.  
 
Feedback from LIG members and project applicants, collected through the evaluation process, 
was positive in relation to EPIP staff – ‘all EPIP staff have been helpful and supportive, ready 
with advice when needed’, ‘staff at EPIP were very helpful in the process. They made our 
project happen and their enthusiasm made it worthwhile’ and ‘staff are very supportive’. 
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2.4 – Evaluation of support offered by Local Author ities: 
 

Barnsley MBC’s extensive experience of providing Accountable Body services for local 
regeneration schemes together with its active support for the Penistone & District LEADER+ 
programme made it an ideal Accountable Body for the East Peak LEADER Programme. A 
Service Level Agreement (SLA) was agreed between Barnsley MBC and EPIP to cover the 
period of the LEADER programme. This SLA was subsequently extended to cover the 
Transition Period in 2014. 
 
A BMBC Officer from Technical Services, worked closely on the LEADER programme from 
2007 until early 2013 when the officer was moved to a new job in the authority. The officer 
developed a good working relationship with projects and provided an enormous amount of 
assistance in ensuring that projects submitted claims for eligible expenditure on time and that 
all deadlines for the submission of financial claims and reporting to Yorkshire Forward and 
Defra were met. The officer also carried out a great deal of work on the retrospective updating 
of records on ROD when this exercise was carried out in 2012. In addition, a further BMBC 
Officer represented the Accountable Body at Board meetings. There has, however, been no 
representation from Barnsley MBC at Board meetings since January 2013. The officer also 
represented the Accountable Body at meetings with Yorkshire Forward and, subsequently, 
with Defra.  
 
The role of Barnsley MBC has been pivotal in the successful delivery of the LEADER 
programme. The authority provided an essential cash flow facility to EPIP itself and to projects 
in the early stages of the programme and has provided vital support at every subsequent stage. 
The University of Lincoln review of LEADER notes that ‘where LAGs were provided with 
financial support from their accountable bodies and where they were able to offer cash flow 
support this was of considerable assistance to smaller projects. This approach enabled many 
project applicants to proceed that would otherwise be unable to pay for costs upfront, and 
enabled the LAG to pursue the Leader focus on small scale localised interventions (University 
of Lincoln, 2013, p.5). 
 
Sheffield City Council, Barnsley MBC and Kirklees Council each contributed £45,000 towards 
the operating costs of the LEADER programme as was agreed when the LDS was drafted. 
EPIP staff responded promptly to requests from the local authorities for reporting on the 
progress of the LEADER programme. 
 
Although there was a significant and, indeed vital, contribution from Sheffield City Council 
officers, especially from the Community Assembly, in the development of the LDS and the 
establishment of the North Sheffield LIG, there was no ongoing presence of officers at EPIP 
Board meetings once the LEADER programme was underway in 2009. 
 
Kirklees Council has been well represented at Board meetings throughout the LEADER 
programme through a series of locality workers who have also actively supported the work of 
the Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG. 
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2.5 – Evaluation of assessment process: 
 

Summaries of eligible Project Idea Proposals (PIPs) were distributed to LIGs and subsequent 
feedback from LIGs was reported at EPIP Board meetings together with a recommendation 
from the EPIP Manager on whether or not a proposal should proceed to stage two of the 
application process and, if so, what conditions should be applied to a stage two application. It 
was frequently difficult for the Manager to provide clear feedback to applicants if proposals 
were rejected at stage one as Board deliberations were not always entirely conclusive. There 
were also occasions where proposals were rejected due to insufficient information even 
though the applicant had completed a full Project Idea Proposal.  
 
Stage two applications were logged by the Manager and were subjected to 17 separate 
checks covering eligibility, reasonableness of costs, fit with the LDS, location and timescale of 
the project, state aid implications, the status of applicant organisation, the financial position of 
applicant organisation and evidence of support for the project. Each stage two application was 
circulated to Board members and each Board member was asked to score each application 
against criteria including fit with the LDS, benefit to rural communities, proposals for monitoring 
and evaluation, evidence of support/need for the project, project sustainability, the capacity of 
the applicant organisation and value for money. Scoring sheet totals were then aggregated. 
The average score had to exceed a predetermined threshold in order to be approved for a 
LEADER grant. A final report on each application (including its average score) was prepared 
by the Manager and presented to the Board. This report also included details of planned 
project outputs, to what extent the application had addressed issues raised at stage one and 
any conditions which should be attached to any award of LEADER funding. The report also 
included a recommendation on whether or not a LEADER grant should be offered.   
 
2.5a – Actual assessment timescales: 
 

Of the 99 external projects funded, decisions for the majority were made in fewer than 30 
weeks from receipt of a Project Idea Proposal to Offer Letter.  29 projects had decisions within 
1 -10 weeks.  The majority of these 29 were for projects funded under a larger scheme such 
as the Nine Villages and the Beacons programmes where decisions had already been made in 
principle to fund such projects, making the process considerably faster. 
 

 
 
The longest turnaround was 51 weeks for the TPT followed by 46 weeks for Moors Memories 
although both these projects had been approved by the LAG some weeks before.  Three “fast 
track” projects were funded.  These progressed through a one stage process and took on 
average of eight weeks.  The fast track scheme only operated when a call for projects was 
necessary, i.e. towards the end of a financial year when project expenditure was needed to 
meet budget targets. 
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The Programme Administration Group (PAG) was set up as a pilot in September 2009 and had 
delegated responsibility for decision making from the Board.  The group was set up to deal 
with programme administration and smaller grants of up to £5,000 that did not need full LAG 
scrutiny although decisions made by the group were then authorised by the full EPIP Board.  
This group dealt with 12 projects and approved five which, on average, took six weeks.  This 
group was only operational for a relatively short period. It included staff as well as the Chair of 
the EPIP Board and representation from Kirklees Council and Barnsley MBC.  
 
2.5b – Evaluation of assessment process and timescales: 
 

The two-stage application process is set out in section seven of the LDS (p.35 – p.38). The 
chief advantage of a two-stage application process lies in the opportunity to exclude 
unfundable projects at an early stage before any significant investment is undertaken by 
groups in planning a more detailed full scale application. In practice, however, two-stage 
processes normally require a longer turnaround time for decisions on applications and, as in 
the case of the East Peak LEADER programme, decisions were frequently delayed because 
additional information (over and above what was required on the stage one Project Idea 
Proposal form) was requested from applicants.  
 
In September 2009, it was felt that the decision time for projects was too long and staff 
proposed changes to the process to enable projects to submit a stage two application sooner.  
As the original process included LIG members commenting on each application prior to Board 
approval at stage one, this tended to slow things down.  It was agreed at this point that EPIP 
staff would request stage two applications from all eligible projects without Board approval at 
stage one.  The Board would then make a decision based on more information provided with 
the stage two application.  Further information could then be requested, if required, taking the 
decision making time from a minimum of 13-15 weeks to a minimum of six weeks. 
 
Feedback is requested on each stage 2 application form as to how easy the process is.  The 
majority of completed forms rated the process as good and forms were relatively easy to 
understand.  The Project Idea Proposal form is very basic and further information is always 
requested by the Board at this stage.  If a single stage process could be implemented, the 
Board will have much of the information already to enable faster decision making.  Further 
information could then be requested with final sign off by e-mail to speed the process up. 
 
Recommendation 2 – offer applicants a single stage application process.  Applicants 
should be invited to discuss all ideas with staff p rior to applying.  If the project is then 
eligible, they can be invited to submit a full appl ication (current stage two), which would 
not be made available to download but would only be  issued by staff.  
 
Recommendation 3 - introduce a Programme Administra tion Group again, or a similar 
decision-making body, to deal with all projects und er £5,000. 
 
Recommendation 4 - introduce a “decisions required”  form for Board meetings to 
reduce the length of time it takes for decision mak ing. 
 
Comments in relation to the application process were as follows: 
 
“as with all application processes, there were parts where it was difficult to fit our ideas into the 
requirements of the form.” 
 
“decision making by LIG/LAGs tended to be long and drawn out…” 
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“…the requirements were relatively easy to understand and moderately easy to complete.” 
 
“the two stage process made [the application procedure] seem somewhat unwieldy, but we 
acknowledge the tension between speed on the one hand and the need to maintain fairness 
and probity on the other. The scoring process [see 6.6 below], although still subjective, did 
contribute to better decisions.” 
 
Feedback from grant applicants, LIG members and Board members in response to the 
question ‘how would you rate the application process’ was as follows: 
 

 
 
Following a recommendation from an audit carried out by Yorkshire Forward, an appeals 
procedure (in relation to decisions on stage two applications) was adopted in 2010 although 
there was no occasion on which it was required. The scoring of stage two applications by 
Board members as part of the project appraisal process was introduced at around the same 
time. Delays in decision making on stage two applications occurred on a few occasions as a 
result of Board members not completing their scoring returns promptly.  
 
Projects were commissioned by the LAG for a variety of reasons, the main one being that 
there was no suitable organisation to manage the project such as the digitisation programme 
or in cases where EPIP tendered for specific pieces of work. The majority of commissioned 
projects were easier to manage than grants to groups although this was not the case for some 
tendered pieces of work, problems including requesting frequent changes to project budgets 
and increases in funding.  EPIP pays invoices directly for any commissioned project and this 
has also caused problems as the invoices were often in the name of other organisations 
directly delivering project activity. 
 
Recommendation 5 – future grant contracts should be  amended to include information 
regarding the need to invoice EPIP directly (if not  already included). 
 
Recommendation 6 – Future programmes could adopt a strong commissioning role and 
pro-actively seek to fill gaps in provision.  
 
The LIGs played a role in planning for some of the commissioned project activity, particularly in 
Denby Dale and Kirkburton (e.g. Improvements to key footpaths and bridleways in Denby Dale 
and Kirkburton (EPIP 136) but the LDS (p. 38) anticipated a greater role for LIGs in 
commissioning which was not realised during the LEADER programme. 
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2.6 – Evaluation of monitoring process: 
 

The monitoring process was amended a number of times throughout the programme to ensure 
a more thorough process.  Basic forms were changed to include expenditure profiles although, 
even with clear instructions on the form, many projects did not complete all the required 
information. 
 
Recommendation 7 - strict quarterly expenditure pro files should be agreed with grant 
recipients at the start of each project.   
 
For the first year of the programme, monitoring reports were requested at the same time as 
claims.  This proved problematic, however, as the report was not sent out with the claim forms 
as claims were sent directly from Barnsley MBC.  This meant that, often, monitoring forms 
were not received in time to authorise the payment of the claim.  Groups did not seem to place 
the same importance on submitting the monitoring reports as they did the financial claims. 
 
Monitoring timescales were then re-scheduled so that receipt would be a month earlier than 
the claim.  This worked well reducing the threat of claims remaining unpaid until reports were  
received although many groups still did not place the same importance on monitoring.  
 
Three projects were consistently late with monitoring returns or failed to submit at least one 
report (Birdsedge Village Hall, Skelmanthorpe Youth and Community Centre and Cannon Hall).  
The need for EPIP to achieve LEADER expenditure targets each quarter meant that non-
payment of claims due to late or missing monitoring reports was usually not possible.   
 
Recommendation 8 - late submissions of monitoring r eports should be logged on file in 
case of further applications.  
 
Recommendation 9 - consideration should be given to  combining monitoring and claim 
forms. Although this would be a much longer form, p rojects would be made aware of 
this at their inception meeting and offered assista nce where needed.  It would also 
require more staff time at claim time but this woul d be balanced out as there would not 
be a requirement for extra staff time for monitorin g a month prior.  
 
Commissioned projects were also monitored with delivery organisations being asked to 
complete quarterly progress reports.  In-house commissioned projects with specific outputs, 
such as the Industrial Heritage and Developing tourism and local heritage Development Officer 
roles, completed progress reports which were then circulated to the Board on a bi-monthly 
basis.   
 
Each project received a monitoring visit at least once during its lifetime.  This was to either 
check physical works or evidence reported in monitoring reports.  Some projects provided all 
the evidence required along with the reports so, in these cases, where there was nothing 
physical to view, visits were not necessary but, as monitoring visits are a condition set by 
Defra, they were made anyway. e.g., Developing walks in Stocksbridge and the surrounding 
area (EPIP 150), Steel Valley Beacon Arts (EPIP 48 and EPIP 89) and Hoylandswaine Arts 
Group (EPIP 114 and EPIP 114a).   
 
Recommendation 10 - at inception meetings, projects  should be asked how much 
support they will need and more telephone contact s hould be maintained throughout 
the lifetime of longer projects with the possibilit y of undertaking more than one 
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monitoring visit. 
 
Feedback from grant applicants and LIG members in response to the question how would you 
rate the monitoring process was as follows: 

 
Comments in relation to the monitoring process were as follows: 
 
“all monitoring processes are a bind but necessary and when completed help yourselves with 
the results you obtain.” 
 
“the form filling was tedious but we could see necessary.  The [monitoring] visits were useful.” 
 
Feedback from grant recipients in response to the question ‘how easy to understand was the 
claims process’ was as follows: 
 

 
 
Comments in relation to the claims process were as follows 
 
“it became easier as the project progressed.” 
 
“it could not have been easier, EPIP staff explained the process but the finance  officer from 
Barnsley came out to check and help with the form filling.” 
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2.7 - Evaluation of the claims process: 
 

In 2013, following staffing changes at Barnsley MBC, EPIP staff took over the responsibility for 
processing claims (pre-payment) from the local authority. The most significant problems 
encountered were mainly around which budget headings each transaction should be taken 
from.  At present, projects must seek permission from EPIP for any variation to existing budget 
headings. In some cases, projects submitted claims that were slightly at variance with the 
agreed budget headings.  A new claim form will solve this problem ensuring that projects seek 
permission for any changes before they can claim. A full record of each claim will be kept 
electronically and this will be updated with information from each claim. 
 
Recommendation 11 - claim forms should be re-design ed to include a summary of 
previous claims against each budget heading. Budget  headings (with space underneath 
for each new transaction and a running total) could  also include a quarterly expenditure 
profile.  These could all be amended in the case of  project changes. 
 
Recommendation 12 - the standard agenda for incepti on meetings should include 
obtaining a clear agreement and understanding from projects that all changes must be 
approved prior to the submission of claims. There c an be no guarantee that it will be 
possible to move any expenditure unclaimed in the c orrect quarter to a future quarter 
and that failure to complete the full claim form wi ll result in the non-payment of the 
claim with no guarantee that the expenditure can be  moved to following quarter.  
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2.8 - Evaluation of Compliance Monitoring Inspectio n process: 
 

Fifteen projects from the East Peak LEADER Programme were selected for external 
Compliance Monitoring Inspections (CMIs) by the Rural Payments Agency or Yorkshire 
Forward. These were: 
 

�  Penistone Community Radio (EPIP 02) 
�  Advice delivery in rural areas (EPIP 10a) 
�  Local history archive digitization (Bradfield Parish Council) (EPIP 18a) 
�  Moors Memories (EPIP 26) 
�  Bolsterstone Beacon (EPIP 27a) 
�  Steel Valley Added Value Project (EPIP 30) 
�  East Peak Faith Site Heritage Interpretation Project (EPIP 39) 
�  East Peak villages of poetry (EPIP 44) 
�  East Peak for Young People (EPIP 45) 
�  Community history through the arts (EPIP 48) 
�  Kirkburton Parish Ward Walks (EPIP 51) 
�  Dry stone wall conservation and restoration within the East Peak (EPIP 53) 
�  Bradfield Parish Council Walks and Trails (EPIP 63) 
�  Wortley Hall Walled Garden (EPIP 78) 
�  Penistone Line: in the community (EPIP 149) 

 
The selection of projects for CMIs was made nationally by the Rural Payments Agency and 
any project which had not already closed could be selected whenever a selection process was 
undertaken, usually on a quarterly basis. 
 
A CMI involved a detailed examination of every aspect of a LEADER funded project from 
application and appraisal to delivery and financial claims. EPIP and Barnsley MBC had to hand 
over their complete files for each project selected to either the Rural Payments Agency or 
Yorkshire Forward prior to a CMI visit. Lead contacts from projects selected for a CMI were 
given only a few days’ notice of a visit from an inspector.  
 
The process of undergoing a CMI was particularly onerous for groups which were made up 
entirely of volunteers and who had no office premises. The expectation on the part of 
inspectors appeared to be that they would be visiting an organisation’s office and dealing with 
paid staff from that organisation. In the case of Rural Payments Agency staff, they were used 
to making inspection visits to farms and other rural businesses which had received RDPE 
funding. In reality, some groups had to accommodate the inspection in private homes and the 
inspection itself could take most of a day.  
 
Following each inspection, a report was submitted by an inspector to Defra in the region who 
then worked with EPIP staff and Barnsley MBC staff to resolve any issues arising from the 
inspection. This process could take several months in some cases. Further payments of 
LEADER grants to groups whose projects had been inspected were withheld until all issues 
arising from inspections had been satisfactorily resolved. The delay in achieving this led to 
significant cash flow problems for some groups and, in some cases, threatened the completion 
of projects.  
 
CMIs are a requirement of the RDPE and are part of the measures taken by Defra and the 
Rural Payments Agency to minimise the risk of inspections from the European Court of 
Auditors uncovering irregularities in projects which can then lead to disallowances or financial 
penalties being made against Defra as the Managing Authority for the RDPE.  
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Recommendation 13 - CMIs are unavoidable but it is recommended that projects which 
are in receipt of LEADER funding should continue to  be made fully aware of the risk and 
requirements of CMIs at the point at which they acc ept a grant.  
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2.9 - Defra’s review of delivery mechanisms: 
 

Prior to EPIP’s submission to Defra of its bid for Transition Funding (in July 2013), the local 
RDPE team provided feedback on issues which should be addressed in the Transition Funding 
application in the form of pre-application assessment.  
 
The performance of the East Peak LEADER programme against outputs and outcomes was 
rated as good. The LIGs were regarded as very successful although the relative lack of 
involvement from the business sector was noted together with the need to broaden the skill set 
of the LAG.  
 
Project development and engagement with applicants was rated as good. Good use had been 
made by the LAG of commissioning ‘in-house’ projects to fill gaps and join-up project activity 
where an external delivery partner is not in place to lead or manage the activity.    
 
Governance and decision making were rated as good.  
 
The achievement of the East Peak LEADER programme’s expenditure profile was highlighted 
as tending to fall slightly under target although this had not caused major concern and 
improvements over the lifetime of the programme were noted.  
 
Monitoring processes were rated as good.  
 
The efficient use of the Management and Administration budget (Measure 431) was noted. 
Expenditure on this Measure has remained below the permitted ceiling of 20% of the total 
programme budget. 
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Section 3 – Evaluation of delivery 
 
 

3.1 – Financial performance:  
 

The targets for results and outputs included in the LDS were developed around two possible 
scenarios. These scenarios anticipated either an award of LEADER funding of £1.8 million or 
an award of £2.4 million (which was closer to the eventual LEADER programme budget).  
 
The targets set out in the LDS only cover the first three years of the operation of the LEADER 
programme. Targets covering the total period of the operation of the LEADER programme 
were, however, included in the programme offer letter from Yorkshire Forward (dated 17th 
December 2008). Expenditure targets were subsequently adjusted both upwards and 
downwards following revisions to budgets through the lifetime of the LEADER programme. 
 
The final totals were as follows: 
 
Year Target expenditure Actual expenditure on projects 

2008/2009 £45,000 £19,071 
2009/2010 £302,000 £247,321 
2010/2011 £489,310 £489,310 
2011/2012 £561,374 £561,374 
2012/2013 £688,125 £675,887 
2013/2014 £268,827 £268,855 
Totals  £2,354,636 £2,261,818 

 
35 projects spent 100% of the LEADER grants allocated to them and a further 27 projects 
were within 5% of their LEADER expenditure target.  The highest percentage underspend was 
on the Hunshelf Parish Council project, Preservation and promotion of Green Moor’s Heritage 
(EPIP 91).  The project spent just over 65% of its allocation.  This was due to partnership 
working with Steel Valley Project which meant materials were provided rather than bought in 
as part of the project costs.  The project also sourced interpretation boards and village name 
stones at a much reduced price than first estimated.  

 
The highest monetary underspend was on Barnsley MBC’s project, Cannon Hall: 1,000 years 
at the heart of the East Peak (EPIP 143). The project underspent by just over £9,000.  This 
was due to the project being unable to defray payment of a large invoice in time to meet their 
quarterly expenditure target in the first financial year of the project.  The sum could not be 
rolled over to the following financial year due to EPIP’s spend target for the year. 
 
The LDS anticipated that claims would be submitted by projects on a monthly rather than 
quarterly basis (p. 39). Such an approach would have brought some benefits in relation to 
cashflow for projects, for example, but would have resulted in greater demands on Barnsley 
MBC staff in processing smaller claims more frequently and submitting more complex 
aggregate quarterly claims to Defra.   
 
An update on LEADER programme expenditure was added as a standing agenda item so that 
the Board could monitor expenditure by individual projects each month as well as monitoring 
uncommitted LEADER funds. 
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Although tracking match funding was not a requirement of the LEADER programme, the LAG 
always sought match funding for projects, where possible.  A total of £1,884,844.30 was 
indicated at the application stage as being levered in against project expenditure of £2,242,750 
(84%). This figure could have been significantly higher had it been a condition that projects 
must give evidence of match funding.  In-kind funding was also used by many projects, 
however, this was not tracked and was not required to be evidenced by projects unless it 
formed a specific output. This figure totalled £68,939.20 but would have been significantly 
higher had it been a condition that projects had to quantify and evidence in-kind time. 
 
Recommendation 14 - groups should provide evidence of match funding more 
thoroughly, if this is a requirement of the next pr ogramme.  This information will also be 
requested on the new claim form.  
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3.2 – Output performance: 
 

Overall, the LEADER programme achieved the following outputs: 
 

�  2,391 volunteers were involved in the delivery of funded projects 
�  83 jobs were created or maintained 
�  363 community groups were supported by or involved in projects 
�  6,330 people attended training sessions or workshops 
�  147 workshops or training sessions were held 
�  Over 150 hectares of land was improved 
�  Over 955 km of footpaths and bridleways were improved or maintained  
�  57 new walks were developed  
�  164 events and open days were held 

 
26 projects failed to achieve all their outputs although many overachieved against other 
outputs.  The majority of failures were in relation to volunteer numbers and volunteer hours 
being slightly down on targets. 
 
Recommendation 15 – at inception meetings, projects  should be asked to provide 
information on how they have calculated volunteer h ours and time and, if necessary, 
asked to provide more realistic figures.  
 
Project monitoring was added as a standing agenda item so that monitoring information could 
be reported to the Board each month. 
 
The project with the most significant overachievement of outputs was Steel Valley Project 
(EPIP 30, 30a and 30b). One project (Wortley Hall Walled Garden (EPIP 78)) failed to achieve 
targets due to adverse winter weather.  This was reported to and accepted by the Board. 
 
The targets for supported actions (number of individual projects supported) were as follows: 
 
Year Target Actual 

2008/2009  5 1 
2009/2010 11 13 
2010/2011 18 29 
2011/2012 20 41 
2012/2013 18 29 
2013/2014 13 13 
Totals  85 126 
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3.3 – Evaluation of co-operation project: 
 

Co-operation project activity centred on the European Country Inns (ECI) transnational project 
(EPIP 137). Experience from the Penistone & District LEADER+ Programme indicated that the 
successful delivery of transnational project activity is labour-intensive and time-consuming. 
The experience with the ECI project was no different and collaboration and communication 
with the project’s lead LAG (the GAL Meridaunia in Apulia, Italy) was often difficult. EPIP was 
also disadvantaged by having no staff or LAG members with Italian language skills. EPIP was 
the only non-Italian partner at project delivery level (although Sweden provides financial 
management of the project).  This meant that the Italian partners had the advantage of 
numbers, culture and language which put them in a better position to influence the progress of 
the project. The promise of other partner countries (Malta and Romania) never materialised 
leading to a less diverse partnership. 
 
Partner meetings were held on six occasions supplemented by a similar number of Skype calls. 
ECI events were held in June 2013 at Wentworth Castle and in November 2013 in Rome.  The 
East Peak LEADER programme ended before the Italian LEADER programmes which has 
meant that EPIP is not able to continue attending events throughout the life of the project.  
 
On the positive side the project has: 
 

�  enabled partners to share knowledge and experience gained in their local areas on the 
promotion of local food and cultural tourism. 

 
�  enabled knowledge and skills transfer between EPIP and Italian chefs. 

 
�  enabled a limited number of participating East Peak food producers to compare their 

production and marketing issues with those in Italian partner regions. 
 

�  inspired East Peak food producers by ideas implemented in Italian partner regions. 
 

�  provided access to potential new markets for EPIP food producers. 
 

�  established contact between partners that may lead to other activities e.g. cycling clubs 
from each country using the Le Grand Départ to kick-start a transnational network of 
cycling clubs. 
 

�  created potential for tourism development between the partners. 
 

Overall, the project had a relatively limited impact in the East Peak area. It would have been 
more effective had its aims been clearer from the outset and had there been greater ownership 
of the project on the part of the LAG. The involvement of the EPIP Board, as a whole, was 
minimal, other than the Chair who was involved throughout the project and was largely 
responsible for its inception. Two other Board members participated in events in Italy and two 
additional Board members in UK events.  
 
The University of Lincoln review of LEADER states that ‘monitoring [of co-operation projects] 
needs to be focused on the impact of cooperation, not just numerical measures of activities 
and spend’ (University of Lincoln, 2013, p.57).  
 
Recommendation 16 - ensure ‘buy-in’ from LAG before  progressing with all new co-
operation projects. 
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Recommendation 17 – EPIP should attempt to act as a  lead partner for future co-
operation projects in order to have greater control  over project management.  
 
Recommendation 18 – a schedule of regular partner e vents and meetings should be set 
for future co-operation projects so that all partne rs know their commitment from the 
outset. 
 
Recommendation 19 – future co-operation projects sh ould have clearly defined 
outcomes and timescales and regular partner updates  covering finance, outcomes and 
milestones should be produced.  
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3.4 – Performance against Local Development Strateg y: 
 
The LDS highlights a number of issues in the East Peak (identified through analysis of 
community plans and consultation) (p.31), several of which were not addressed through the 
LEADER programme due to the Measures under which the programme operated. These 
issues included: 
 

�  affordable housing/social housing (lack of) 
�  lack of local employment and a prevailing low pay culture 
�  lack of enterprise start-up facilities and business advice/support [some limited support, 

provided, however, through the Supporting enterprising rural communities project (EPIP 
94)] 

�  a perceived reduction in service provision in peripheral urban areas  
�  skeletal bus services in outlying areas 
�  no broadband provision (e.g. Dunford Bridge and Crow edge, Upper Denby) [it should 

be noted, however, that members of the Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG were very 
active in pursuing an application to Defra’s Rural Community Broadband Fund in 2013] 

 
Other issues highlighted in this part of the LDS which projects supported by the East Peak 
LEADER programme did focus on included: 

 

�  investment into locally run centres and organisations (e.g. Nine Villages Programme, 
Capacity building for community centres (EPIP 34)) 
 

�  tackling social isolation, stress and anxiety (e.g. Advice delivery in rural areas (EPIP 10 
and 10a), East Peak: villages of poetry (EPIP 44  and 113) and other community arts 
projects) 
 

�  shortages of activities for young people (e.g. East Peak for Young People (EPIP 45), 
Three Notes Educational Project (EPIP 60)) 

 
In the sections on sustainability (p.32) and the proposed exit strategy (p.33), the LDS 
anticipates a legacy of voluntary networks developed through the LEADER programme. A 
number of voluntary and business led networks which existed prior to the LEADER programme 
have developed and been supported during its lifetime (e.g. the Penistone, Peak and Pennine 
Tourism Group). Other networks, both formal and informal, have developed with support from 
the LEADER programme (e.g. the local food network established through the Developing 
tourism and local heritage project (EPIP 115)). The LEADER programme also provided grant 
aid support for projects initiated by new local organisations such as the Walkers are Welcome 
Groups in Bradfield, Stocksbridge and Denby Dale.  
 
The LDS also emphasises sustainability through the development of environmental 
volunteering training opportunities and these were provided by several LEADER projects (e.g. 
the Steel Valley Added Value Project (EPIP 30, 30a and 30b), the Dry Stone Wall 
Conservation and Restoration within the East Peak project (EPIP 53) and projects at Wortley 
Hall Walled Garden (EPIP 78 and 132)). Physical environmental improvements in the East 
Peak were delivered by a significant number of projects (e.g. Industrial Heritage in the East 
Peak (EPIP 74), Surfacing improvements to the Trans Pennine Trail (EPIP 142), Preservation 
and promotion of Green Moor’s heritage (EPIP 91) and Promoting walking in the Denby Dale 
district (EPIP 52)). 
 
The extent to which the identity of the East Peak has been established through the LEADER 
programme, as planned in the LDS, (p.32), is questionable and the use of East Peak as a 
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brand has been an area of contention on regular occasions throughout the lifetime of the 
programme. The association with the Peak District National Park can be considered a positive 
aspect of the use of the label East Peak but it has also been a meaningless and alienating 
term for many people. Board members from Denby Dale and Kirkburton noted that the use of 
the label East Peak has helped to improve awareness of the Penistone & District and North 
Sheffield areas in their LIG area. 
 
The LDS suggests that ‘it is likely that organisations and businesses promoting activities in the 
East Peak will capitalise on the image/branding already established [i.e. the East Peak]’ and 
that ‘it is highly likely that an East Peak visitor centre will be established’ (EPIP, 2008, p.33). 
The LDS also highlights the opportunity to work closely with Yorkshire South Tourism. The 
Discover East Peak logo has been used extensively by LEADER funded projects and has 
appeared on a number of leaflets and other interpretation (notably in the new interpretation at 
Cannon Hall) but take up of the East Peak or Discover East Peak brand has been very limited. 
Survey feedback from LIG members was, however, relatively positive with all respondents 
rating East Peak as a brand or as an umbrella term for communities located in the LEADER 
area as good. The East Peak is identified as a visitor destination on the Visit Barnsley website 
(www.visit-barnsley.com/east-peak).  
 
The LDS anticipates the incorporation of the East Peak Innovation Partnership as a Company 
Limited by Guarantee (p. 33) and this was achieved in November 2009. There is also an 
expectation in the LDS that EPIP would be able to ‘draw down additional grants, resources 
and investment (public and private) and therefore the programme of activity [started by 
LEADER] is likely to continue beyond 2013 to enable projects, funded from all sources, to be 
completed’ (EPIP, 2008, p.33). EPIP has been able to secure the continuation of funding from 
English Heritage through the first half of 2014 together with a Sharing Heritage grant from the 
Heritage Lottery Fund (both to support industrial heritage project activity) and also has a 
contract in place with Barnsley MBC to deliver tourism development support through 2014. 
 
The LDS does not envisage EPIP (or the LIGs) continuing much beyond the end of the 
LEADER programme but there is a stated intention that organisations with which EPIP has 
worked in partnership will have been strengthened through involvement in the LEADER 
programme. There are several examples of this taking place, for example, through joint 
initiatives and partnership working between Denby Dale and Kirkburton Parish Councils which 
have been supported through the Denby Dale and Kirkburton LIG.  
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3.5 – Overall evaluation of effectiveness: 
 

A survey of stakeholders was completed seeking their views on the overall effectiveness of the 
East Peak LEADER Programme.  An analysis of the results is presented below. 
 
When asked ‘how would you rate the overall service from EPIP’, respondents provided the 
following feedback: 
 

 
 
The following comments were offered: 
 
“Working with EPIP was an extremely positive experience.  It enabled us to make more 
contacts and provided us with ideas and suggestions.” 
 
“When assistance has been asked for, it has always been forthcoming and helpful.” 
 
When asked ‘what the East Peak LEADER programme has done well’, applicants provided the 
following feedback: 
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When asked ‘what the East Peak LEADER programme has done well’, LIG members provided 
the following feedback: 
 

 
 
When asked ‘what has worked less well in relation to the LEADER programme’, the following 
feedback was provided: 
 

 
The following comments were also provided: 
 
“The process was slowed down understandably where public finance and accountability were 
involved.” 
 
“Due to the structure of [the] LIG/LAG there certainly appeared a strong element of 
parochialism and competition between the three areas.  The three areas also had their own 
inherent needs and strengths but having to be one project to all areas made this project 
development difficult.  Decision making was also long and drawn out making project 
development and planning difficult.” 
 
“It has taken time to build awareness of the scheme.” 
 
When asked ‘how a future East Peak LEADER programme could engage more people at a 
local level’, the following responses were provided: 
 
“Perhaps greater communication with community based organisations would be very helpful.” 
 
“Move further away from political representation; perception is that the process is still 
influenced by local politics.  Needs the broadest representation possible, particularly as 
programme focus changes to economy, training etc.” 
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“Engage young people in consultation and decision making.  Rotate chair among LIG/LAG 
members, be more transparent in decision making and make available minutes to the public.” 
 
“This will always be difficult.  Most voluntary organisations are run by volunteers who are 
parochial in their view.  They are interested in their specialism, project or ‘patch’ and do not 
think of or find time to consider the wider picture.” 
 
“Engage with local communities through existing networks, e.g. Stocksbridge Community 
Forum and website.” 
 
“Have small funding streams for small projects.” 
 
“By co-ordinating further very small grants programmes which have served to mobilise, inspire 
and nurture small groups.” 
 
“By empowering and widening the LIG membership.  For more and better communication and 
discussion amongst partners taking new and potential projects forward.” 
 
“Get out and about and promote, market and talk to local people and members of the 
communities.” 
 
“Wider publicity for activities and achievements.” 
 
“Small articles in parish magazines, advising about projects may improve communication.” 
 
“Continue to practise the LEADER way.  The LIGs are key but need more devolved power.” 
 
“Linking onto existing events which already have high footfall rather than trying to build new 
events where audiences may be low to begin with.” 
 
“[The Parish Council] would be willing to include short progress reports on projects within the 
Parish in its newsletter – maybe other groups/villages with newsletters could be persuaded to 
that also.” 
 
Constructive criticism highlighted in survey and interview responses included: 
 

�  decision making by LIG/LAG… tended to be long and drawn out, [and] often 
inconclusive.  

 
�  other funding programmes are much easier to work with. 

 
Survey respondents were also asked if they could provide a quotation which, for them, sums 
up the LEADER programme. These were as follows: 
 
“The programme that has delivered innovative solutions to rural regeneration in the most 
effective and efficient way I have ever come across.” 
 
“Giving help to help local projects succeed.” 
 
“Providing an opportunity to recognise what is distinctive about our area, to build on that and 
work together to make a genuine social, economic and cultural impact on our communities. 
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great opportunity for the area.” 
 
“Bringing communities together.” 
 
“A user friendly programme that delivers economic benefit where it is needed and enhances 
the cultural distinctiveness of the area.” 
 
“A breath of fresh air that has breathed new life into those communities it has touched.” 
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Section 4 – Evaluation of outcomes 
 
 

It is clear that the East Peak LEADER Programme has delivered a wide range of economic, 
environmental and social impacts and outcomes.  The following section identifies impacts and 
outcomes across these three categories and is based on feedback from stakeholders. 
 
4.1 – Economic outcomes:  
 

The most obvious economic outcome is the direct expenditure on projects across Penistone, 
Stocksbridge, Ecclesfield, Bradfield, Denby Dale and Kirkburton in West and South Yorkshire.  
In total the Programme invested £2,261,818 from 2009 to 2013.  The individual projects in 
many cases brought match-funding including in-kind time contributions, and the likely total 
spend in the area amounts to over £3,000,000.  A proportion of the expenditure will circulate 
within the local economy producing wider economic benefits.   
 
A second economic outcome relates to the fact that many of the groups funded by the 
LEADER Programme used local businesses for goods and services for their projects.  
£761,106.49 was spent locally across the programme (i.e. within the East Peak boundary or 
just outside).  20 funded projects and 10 commissioned projects spent 100% of their grants 
locally.  This was not possible where specialist equipment and services were needed (e.g., 
resurfacing of the Trans Pennine Trail, digitisation) and where the majority of project costs 
were salaries (e.g., Steel Valley Project). 
 
Two of the strategic aims articulated in the LDS relate to improving the area’s profile and 
increasing visitor numbers: 
 

�  To create a new “identity” unifying the East Peak area as a brand, providing enhanced 
marketing and added value to local products and events. 

 

�  To provide a quality experience of East Peak destinations and activities, contributing to 
the quality branding of the East Peak as a whole and increase the number of people 
taking part, including local people and tourists. 

 
A number of projects directly addressed these aims including Tourism across the East Peak, 
Visit Penistone, Surfacing improvements to the Trans Pennine Trail, Trans Pennine Trail 
Benches and Interpretation and Restoration of Stainborough Park Rotunda.  It is highly likely 
that the Programme increased visitor numbers across the communities, but it is very hard to 
quantify the uplift in visitor numbers and resulting spend.   
 
Research completed by Visit England (www.visitengland.org) concluded that “on average, day 
visitors in England spend £34 per trip, however this varies according to the type of activity. 
Those taking a ‘special shopping’ trip spend on average £113 per trip, whilst at the other end 
of the scale those people visiting friends and family spend an average of £18 per trip.”  
Welcome to Yorkshire (http://industry.yorkshire.com��estimates that in the past two years the 
value of Yorkshire’s tourism economy rocket from £5.9 billion to £7 billion.  The East Peak 
LEADER Programme has had a role in this overall trend and the case study on the following 
page outlines how the Programme has delivered economic impacts.    
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Project name: Cannon Hall: 1000 years at the heart of the East Peak 

Total project cost: £110,977.00 

EPIP funding: £90,977.00 
 
Cannon Hall is a large stately home situated in the village of Cawthorne, west of Barnsley.  The site 
dates back at least as far as the Domesday Book which shows there was a house on the site in 
1086. However none of the current structure is thought to date back to that time.  The house was 
bought by the Spencer-Stanhope family in 1660 and extensively developed during the 18th Century.  
The house was sold to BMBC in 1951 by the last remaining member of the family, Elizabeth.   
�
Cannon Hall is a very successful visitor attraction in the centre of the East Peak area, attracting an 
estimated half million visitors per year.  As well as a large museum, the site includes other 
businesses; Cannon Hall Farm and adventure playground, garden centre, farm shop and café and it 
is also used as a base for school learning activities and events and 
hosts a wide range of cultural events. 
 
Project aims 
To transform the visitor experience and understanding of Cannon Hall, 
its history and the heritage of the surrounding area, by installing new 
visitor signage and interpretative media throughout the hall to tell its 
stories, those of the Spencer-Stanhope family that lived there and the 
impact they had on the wider area and their involvement in the 
industrial transformation of the area and everything such changes 
meant socially, culturally, politically and physically. 
 
Activities 
Awareness raising activities and events 

·  Pear Day involving 7000 people and over 600 people taking part in structured activities on the 
site 

·  Structured tours around the site 
·  2000 school children visited  
·  1000 people completing the Heritage Trail around the site 
·  Consultation activities in neighbouring villages 
·  Volunteer training sessions around interpretation development and guiding tours around the 

site 
 
Capital works 

·  New interpretation installed around the house and 
the trail, including audio guides, interactive 
displays and signposting other sites of interest 
around the East Peak area 

·  Refurbishment of the dining room including 
restoration of the original flooring and wood 
panelling  

 
Impact 

·  Visitor numbers are increasing and Cannon Hall have received confirmation that the rooms 
can be opened year round which will further boost visitor numbers. 

·  Visitors are engaging more with the heritage of the surrounding area 
·  The new interpretation is having a significant impact on how people understand Cannon Hall 

and the role it has played historically 
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The EPIP Board discussed the programme’s impact on 25th February 2014 and the following 
points were noted from the discussion which took place on this occasion: 
 

�  The LEADER programme has delivered benefits to local businesses through 
expenditure by LEADER funded projects in the local area. 

 
�  The LEADER programme has brought benefits but has not delivered any significant 

increase in local employment but the LDS did not aim to achieve this. 
 

�  It is difficult to measure to what extent the programme has increased visitor numbers to 
the LEADER area. The profile of Denby Dale and Kirkburton as places to visit has been 
raised and these areas now feature in promotional materials produced by Kirklees 
Council and new accommodation providers have started up in the area. Several 
businesses in the area report economic benefits from more walkers in the area.  
 

Board members provided the following observations relating to the Programme’s economic 
impact:  
 
“the area has become more popular as a destination.” 
 
“an increased sense of place, local pride and identification and clarification of opportunities for 
investment and impact.” 
 
“community pride and securing of heritage, threatened environments, some job creation and 
opportunities.” 
 
“vibrancy and improved infrastructure.” 
 
“some of the projects have attracted interest from a wide geographical area, bringing in 
additional income and investment to lots of local businesses.” 
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4.2 – Environmental outcomes:  
 

A major focus for the East Peak LEADER Programme was to identify and enhance the unique 
characteristics of the area.  All three RDPE Measures that the Programme was developed 
around relate to the environment: 
 

�  Measure 321 – Basic services for the economy and rural population 
�  Measure 322 – Village renewal and development 
�  Measure 323 – Upgrading and conservation of rural heritage. 

 
The importance of environmental outcomes is also reflected in the LDS, with the following 
strategic aims:  
 

�  To create a new “identity” unifying the East Peak area as a brand, providing enhanced 
marketing and added value to local products and events. 

 

�  To provide a quality experience of East Peak destinations and activities, contributing to 
the quality branding of the East Peak as a whole and increase the number of people 
taking part, including local people and tourists. 
 

�  Ensuring a quality well managed natural environment linked to communities. 
 

Consultation with stakeholders confirms that the Programme successfully delivered positive 
environmental outcomes, with individual respondents stating: 
 
“the programme has greatly benefitted the area in terms of promoting it far and wide.  It has 
been good to see a focus on the promotion of the landscape and countryside in an area which 
is often missed out promotionally as it is neither the Pennines or the Peaks.”  
 
“helping to preserve, record, celebrate and enhance the distinctiveness of the East Peak area.”  
 
“providing an opportunity to recognise what is distinctive about our area, to build on that and 
work together to make a genuine social, economic and cultural impact on our community.” 
 
“strong development of community building support, local heritage interpretation, countryside 
access and green infrastructure management.  Funding allowed this organisation to deliver 
significant outputs and partnership development.” 
 
The case study on the following page provides an illustration of how environmental impacts 
and outcomes have been delivered by the Programme. 
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Project name: Steel Valley Added Value Programme 

Total project cost: £432,890.00 

EPIP funding: £211,312.00 
 
Steel Valley Project are long established in the North Sheffield area.  The Added Value project 
expanded this activity into Penistone, Denby Dale and Kirkburton to help communities care for, enjoy 
and understand the local environment and its unique cultural and natural heritage.  A full time 
dedicated officer was employed to work with these communities and two part time jobs were 
safeguarded. 
 
Project aims 

·  To manage a variety of habitats for the benefit of wildlife, people, 
heritage and landscape 

·  To encourage access to open green spaces and the wider 
countryside 

·  To deliver environmental education and interpretation 
programmes to local schools and the wider population 

·  To provide support, advice, training and supervision to 
volunteers, trainees and community groups in countryside 
management, conservation and other skills by working on real 
local environmental projects 

 
Activities (including capital works) 

·  345 training opportunities (e.g. chainsaw operations, strimming, 
landscaping, felling trees, conducting eco surveys, hedge-laying, 
fencing, woodland management etc.) 

·  343 volunteers assisting in the delivery of the project 
·  148 hectares of land improved 
·  85 km of footpaths improved or maintained 
·  Projects in 11 schools 
·  61 community groups involved 
·  59 events (e.g. guided walks, pond dipping, tree planting, hedge-

laying, woodland play days etc.) 
·  72 projects completed (e.g. improving access, PROW 

maintenance, tree planning, waymarking, treework, clearing 
sites, step and path renovations etc.) 
 

Impact 
·  Notable impact on volunteers who have learned new skills, gained work experience and 

qualifications.  A number of core volunteers have 
gained employment and some have started their own 
businesses. 

·  Community groups have continued to care for their 
surroundings which has in turn encouraged further 
small projects 

·  School engagement has developed school grounds 
and local green spaces.  Sites such as outdoor 
classrooms have been developed and continue to be 
cared for. 

·  Events have brought opportunities  for participation to a new audience which in turn 
encourages interest in local surroundings�
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Board members provided the following observations relating to the Programme’s 
environmental impact:  
 
“an increased sense of place, local pride and identification and clarification of opportunities for 
investment and impact.” 
 
“community pride and securing of heritage, threatened environments, some job creation and 
opportunities.” 
 
“vibrancy and improved infrastructure.” 
 
“the projects which I have been involved with in my area have enabled the residents of our 
Parish to recognise and appreciate the industrial history of our area and generate a better 
sense of the community.” 
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4.3 – Social outcomes:  
 

The LEADER approach uses local knowledge to promote an integrated “bottom up”, 
community-led delivery of RDPE funding.  It works on the basis of a Local Action Group 
comprising local public, private and civil society representatives being delegated powers of 
strategy and delivery. Through an agreed Local Development Strategy, this allows them to 
address important local priorities in an innovative, locally specific and participative way. 
 
LEADER is based on seven principles - all of which must come together for it to be successful. 
 
 

 
 
 
Consultation with stakeholders reveals that the East Peak LEADER Programme has been 
hugely successful in its overall approach and has built new lasting relationships, and increased 
community cohesion and capacity.  The Programme has: 
 

�  Established new community groups and developed existing groups and networks.  
 

�  Improved community cohesion and sense of community.  
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�  Improved the use of new communication technology across the area, and amongst 
individuals engaged in the programme.  

 
Unprompted feedback from individual stakeholders reveals the significant social impacts and 
outcomes they have experienced: 
 
“[the LEADER programme] brought together different interests under the programme umbrella.  
Most significant organisational success has been maintaining the “bottom-up” community-led 
approach.” 
 
“bringing together the different sectors involved in regeneration.  Innovating and motivating 
regeneration at many differing levels.  Bringing together communities that share issues but 
were previously divided by lines on maps.” 
 
“the LEADER model has been an effective way of energising our communities and should be 
further supported.” 
 
“investing in a series of projects of considerable impact and facilitating the creation of strong 
partnerships between many groups.” 
 
“LEADER has driven many different aspects of regeneration by demonstrating the worth of our 
communities [and] the added value that has since been created is enormous.” 
 
“brought communities together and delivered cost effective rural regeneration.  Local people 
know what needs to be done far better than those distant officials.” 

 
“local engagement” 
 
“investing in a series of projects of considerable impact and facilitating the creation of strong 
partnerships between many groups.” 

 
“…the LEADER model has been an effective way of energising our communities and should 
be further supported.” 

 
“providing a stimulus to isolated communities to work together.” 
 
These views are shared by Board members, who critically reviewed the Programme’s 
approach in February 2014 and concluded that:  
 

�  The LAG has taken a flexible approach and focused on the aspects of the LDS which 
were most appropriate at any particular time during the lifetime of the LEADER 
programme.  

 
�  There have been examples of positive cross-pollination across the LEADER area. 

Kirkburton and Denby Dale areas working together for the first time. Supporting Cycle 
Penistone (now located next to the Trans Pennine Trail), re-surfacing work on the TPT 
itself and developing the cycle routes from Kirkburton to the TPT is another example.  

 
�  Some projects made an important difference which brought benefits to a wider group of 

services, e.g. supporting The Venue helped to maintain the other community and 
business services provided by STEP Development Trust as well as helping to raise the 
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profile of The Venue in communities outside of Stocksbridge. 
 

Board members provided the following observations relating to the Programme’s social impact:  
 
“improved sense of community, growth of small food producers and huge leaps in tourism 
activity.  I also like the way the Industrial Heritage project highlighted our proud history.” 
 
“community pride and securing of heritage, threatened environments, some job creation and 
opportunities.” 
 
“the LEADER programme has been extremely beneficial to the Kirkburton area as it has 
enabled several projects to take place which would not otherwise have been possible. Some of 
them have been large projects and have had quite an impact on the area… It has also brought 
lots of people and organisations together to work better and more positively for the benefit of 
the community are the areas it covers…” 
 
“greater enthusiasm and impetus for the local community.” 
 
“the projects which I have been involved with in my area have enabled the residents of our 
Parish to recognise and appreciate the industrial history of our area and generate a better 
sense of the community.” 
 
The case study on the following page provides an illustration of how social impacts and 
outcomes have been delivered by the Programme. 
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Project name: Promoting walking in the Denby Dale area 

Total project cost: £37,470.00 

EPIP funding: £36,970.00 
 
The Denby Dale district is an area of beautiful countryside with a population of around 16000.  It has 
a rich and fascinating heritage and an excellent network of footpaths.  Local residents initiated a 
Walkers Are Welcome group and agreed to upgrade and maintain these footpaths as a prelude to a 
bid for national Walkers Are Welcome status. 
 
Project aims 

·  To encourage both local people and visitors to 
explore the area 

·  To develop 8 new trails and improve a further 6 with 
the production of leaflets and a dedicated website 
including routes and local history and heritage 

·  To install countryside furniture to improve the 
experience 

 
Activities (including capital works) 

·  Design and printing of 14 map leaflets 
·  Installation of oak benches, metal kissing gates and 

replacement of wooden stiles and associated training  
·  34 volunteers participated in the project including maintaining paths in an Adopt-A-Path 

scheme 
·  Creation of dedicated website 
·  Waymarking of all routes 
·  70 miles of footpaths improved or maintained 

 
 
Impact 

·  Volunteers have learned new skills 
·  Improved relationships with landowners, partner 

organisations and tourist attractions 
·  Leaflets have since been reprinted due to their 

popularity and have received positive feedback from 
places much further afield than the local area 

·  The scheme has had significant impact in the number of walkers in the area, particularly in 
Denby Dale village due to links with the rail network 

·  Denby Dale Walkers Are Welcome received national Walkers Are Welcome status following 
the project and this is now supported by over 20 businesses and 2 churches  

�
�
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Section 5 – Conclusions and recommendations   
 
 

5.1 - Key conclusions from the evaluation: 
 
The LDS was flexible enough to enable a wide range of project activity to be supported by the 
LEADER programme. Its wide ranging objectives also allowed for the refinement of priorities 
as the programme developed. ‘The LAG has taken a flexible approach and focused on the 
aspects of the LDS which were most appropriate at any particular time during the lifetime of 
the LEADER programme’ (comment from LAG member).  
 
It was perhaps inevitable that the LEADER programme failed to address all the needs 
identified in the LDS, partly because of the limitations of the Measures under which the 
programme operated and partly because there were insufficient resources (both time and 
money) to achieve this.  
 
While the LEADER programme achieved the output targets set by Yorkshire Forward, the LDS 
did not include sufficient detailed measureable outputs with which success could be more 
specifically gauged. 
 
The extent to which the identity of the East Peak has been established through the LEADER 
programme has been limited and the use of East Peak as a brand has been an area of 
contention on regular occasions throughout the lifetime of the programme. The LAG will need 
to decide whether it continues with this brand into a future LEADER programme, particularly if 
the area is extended further in distance from the Peak District National Park. Individual 
projects supported by EPIP have achieved considerable local media coverage but the 
organisation itself still needs to raise its profile.  
 
Overall, the LIG structure has worked well and LIGs have had the freedom to develop in 
different ways. The LIG structure has assisted enormously in ensuring the programme was 
delivered through a genuine ‘bottom up’ approach. Further delegation of decision making to 
LIGs should be considered in a future LEADER programme.  
 
Recommendation 20 - Careful consideration should be  given to delegating further 
responsibility and power to the LIGs. 
 
Decisions on awarding LEADER funding have, in general, taken too long, particularly in the 
early stages of the programme and a more streamlined application and appraisal process 
should be implemented in a future LEADER programme. Delays in decision making impacted 
on applicants and led to a number of ‘pressure points’ (particularly towards the end of financial 
years) causing considerable additional work for EPIP staff and Accountable Body staff to 
ensure annual expenditure targets were met. Early indications are that the pressure to spend 
promptly on project activity will be even greater in the next LEADER programme.  
 
A minority of projects persistently failed to supply monitoring reports and claims on time. A 
more significant minority of projects struggled to comply with the bureaucratic requirements of 
the programme and, in some cases, could not spend their LEADER grant allocations in line 
with planned expenditure profiles. Additional staff resource may be needed in future to support 
projects.  
 
The effectiveness of the LEADER programme depended to a great extent on the wide 
experience and skills of LIG members and the EPIP Board as well as on support from local 
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authorities. Barnsley MBC’s role as Accountable Body was crucial to the success of the 
programme.  
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5.2 – Lessons learnt: 
 

A number of valuable lessons for the future have been identified through the evaluation: 
 

�  The merit of developing a new brand for an area needs careful consideration and it may 
be better to work with existing brands and infrastructure unless you have significant 
funds and a long-term programme as establishing a new brand is a considerable 
undertaking.  

 
�  The process of asking each Board member to score applications and provide 

recommendations and conditions can lead to inconsistency which makes it hard to 
provide clear feedback to applicants.  

 
�  Small local groups made up of volunteers do not have the capacity to accommodate 

requests for CMI and would benefit from additional support.  
 

�  It is difficult to meet the requirement for separation of duty between application advice 
and appraisal in a small programme team.  

 
�  Attendance at Board meetings from the Accountable Body and other funding 

stakeholders can depend on the individuals involved in the role.  
 

�  It is worth considering including sufficient detailed measureable outputs with which 
success could be more specifically gauged in any future Local Development Strategies.  
It would also be worth considering using a logic model approach to identify potential 
outcomes.  
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5.3 - Summary of recommendations: 
 

Recommendation 1:  If, in a future programme, consideration is given to grants for activity 
such as festivals, the LAG could allocate a ring fenced sum for this (e.g.  £25,000) with staff 
having delegated authority to make decisions on the awarding of grants.  
 
Recommendation 2 – offer applicants a single stage application process.  Applicants should be 
invited to discuss all ideas with staff prior to applying.  If the project is then eligible, they can be 
invited to submit a full application (current stage two), which would not be made available to 
download but would only be issued by staff. 
 
Recommendation 3 - introduce a Programme Administration Group again, or a similar 
decision-making body, to deal with all projects under £5,000. 
 
Recommendation 4 - introduce a “decisions required” form for Board meetings to reduce the 
length of time it takes for decision making. 
 
Recommendation 5 – future grant contracts should be amended to include information 
regarding the need to invoice EPIP directly (if not already included). 
 
Recommendation 6 – future programmes could adopt a strong commissioning role and pro-
actively seek to fill gaps in provision.  
 
Recommendation 7 - strict quarterly expenditure profiles should be agreed with grant 
recipients at the start of each project.   
 
Recommendation 8 - late submissions of monitoring reports should be logged on file in case of 
further applications. 
 
Recommendation 9 - consideration should be given to combining monitoring and claim forms. 
Although this would be a much longer form, projects would be made aware of this at their 
inception meeting and offered assistance where needed.  It would also require more staff time 
at claim time but this would be balanced out as there would not be a requirement for extra staff 
time for monitoring a month prior. 
 
Recommendation 10 - at inception meetings, projects should be asked how much support they 
will need and more telephone contact should be maintained throughout the lifetime of longer 
projects with the possibility of undertaking more than one monitoring visit.  
 
Recommendation 11 - claim forms should be re-designed to include a summary of previous 
claims against each budget heading. Budget headings (with space underneath for each new 
transaction and a running total) could also include a quarterly expenditure profile.  These could 
all be amended in the case of project changes. 
 
Recommendation 12 - the standard agenda for inception meetings should include obtaining a 
clear agreement and understanding from projects that all changes must be approved prior to 
the submission of claims. There can be no guarantee that it will be possible to move any 
expenditure unclaimed in the correct quarter to a future quarter and that failure to complete the 
full claim form will result in the non-payment of the claim with no guarantee that the 
expenditure can be moved to following quarter.  
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Recommendation 13 –projects which are in receipt of LEADER funding should continue to be 
made fully aware of the risk and requirements of Compliance Monitoring Inspections (CMIs) at 
the point at which they accept a grant.  
 
Recommendation 14 - groups should provide evidence of match funding more thoroughly, if 
this is a requirement of the next programme.  This information will also be requested on the 
new claim form. 
 
Recommendation 15 – at inception meetings, projects should be asked to provide information 
on how they have calculated volunteer hours and time and, if necessary, asked to provide 
more realistic figures. 
 
Recommendation 16 - ensure ‘buy-in’ from LAG before progressing with all new co-operation 
projects. 
 
Recommendation 17 – EPIP should attempt to act as a lead partner for future co-operation 
projects in order to have greater control over project management.  
 
Recommendation 18 – a schedule of regular partner events and meetings should be set for 
future co-operation projects so that all partners know their commitment from the outset. 
 
Recommendation 19 – future co-operation projects should have clearly defined outcomes and 
timescales and regular partner updates covering finance, outcomes and milestones should be 
produced. 
 
Recommendation 20 – Careful consideration should be given to delegating further 
responsibility and power to the LIGs.  
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Glossary and bibliography 
 
The following terms are used in this document: 
 

�  Accountable Body: Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council (BMBC) 
�  CMI: Compliance Monitoring Inspection 
�  LAG: Local Action Group 
�  LEP: Local Enterprise Partnership (the East Peak LEADER area falls into parts of both 

the Leeds City Region and the Sheffield City Region) 
�  LDS: Local Development Strategy 
�  LIG: Local Innovation Group 
�  RDPE: Rural Development Programme for England 2007 – 2013 
�  ROD: Defra’s RDPE database (which began to be used in the Yorkshire region in 2012) 

 
 
The following documents informed this report: 
 
Coast, Wolds, Wetlands & Waterways Local Action Group, 2013. Coast, Wolds, Wetlands & 
Waterways LEADER Programme 2007 – 2013 Evaluation. 
 
East Peak Innovation Partnership, 2008. Local Development Strategy. 
 
Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group, 2008. East Peak Innovation Partnership: environment, 
culture and heritage research report. 
 
University of Lincoln, 2013. A Review of the Leader Approach for Delivering the Rural 
Development Programme for England: a Report for Defra. 
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Annex One – East Peak LEADER Programme Priorities 
 
 

Themes  Aims  Objectives  
Cross Cutting Themes 

������� �		
���
��� ��
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������������������
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Marketing and 
promotion of 
the East Peak. 
 
 

To create a new “identity” unifying the East 
Peak area as a brand, providing enhanced 
marketing and added value to local 
products and events. 
 
 
 

·  Create a quality image of the East Peak using 
its principal landscape features “Moors and 
Valleys”. 

·  Capitalise on the tranquillity of the area. 
·  Capitalise on the opportunities for rurally 

based outdoor pursuits. 
·  Capitalise on the history of the East Peak 
·  Promote the East Peak “cruise ship” of quality 

destinations. 

Give reference in 
publicity to carbon 
offsetting and 
renewable energy 
where appropriate. 

Publicise opportunities 
for education and 
capacity building. 

Publicise services, 
support, advice, 
access to countryside 
activity and 
volunteering, to aid 
health and well-being. 

Access and 
development of 
the 
countryside, 
tourism, culture 
and heritage. 

To provide a quality experience of East 
Peak destinations and activities, 
contributing to the quality branding of the 
East Peak as a whole, and increase the 
number of people taking part, including 
local people and tourists. 

·  Improve access to activities and destinations. 
·  Encourage and enable people to come to the 

East Peak and enjoy a quality experience, 
taking into account the needs of different 
groups. 

·  Develop and enhance rural assets to provide 
a quality experience and encourage tourism. 

Opportunities to 
maximise carbon 
offsetting and 
renewable energy 
should be considered 
with each 
development. 

Provide interpretation 
facilities and guides. 

Encourage physical 
activity to improve 
health and well- being, 
as well as access to 
tranquil environments. 

Support and 
development of 
local rural 
economy 

To sustain rural services, and help rural 
business to be more profitable. 

·  Support the development of East Peak supply 
chains. 

·  Support and develop opportunities for inward 
investment. 

·  Support the promotion and marketing of local 
products and services, in line with the 
Marketing and Promotion Strategy. 

·  Enable businesses to work together. 

Carbon offsetting and 
renewable energy 
solutions should be 
considered in the 
development of each 
economic project. 

Provide information and 
signposting to business 
education and support 
services including other 
RDPE programmes. 

Develop networks that 
link people and 
businesses to advice 
and support services, 
and combat rural 
isolation. 

Adding value to 
environment 
and landscape. 
 
 

Ensuring a quality well managed natural 
environment linked to communities. 

·  Support environmental cluster projects – 
linking together natural assets to give added 
value. 

·  Support community involvement in the 
management and maintenance of natural 
assets. 

 

Carbon offsetting and 
renewable energy 
solutions should be 
considered in the 
management of the 
environment and 
landscape. 

To ensure people 
participating in delivery 
of projects have the 
necessary knowledge 
and skills to deliver. 

Develop opportunities 
for community 
volunteering. 
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Annex Two – Summary of EPIP Board’s review of LDS (2010)  
 
 
The Board reviewed the LDS at a meeting on the 4th May 2010.  The key discussion 
points are listed below: 
 
1. Ideas on how to maintain interest from the LIG membership and to foster links 

between the LIGs: 
�  Assign small budgets for LIGs to award grants to small projects in their area.  
�  There is insufficient feedback to LIGs on ongoing project delivery.  
�  Joint LIG meetings – are they just another meeting for people to attend? Future 

joint LIG meetings need an appropriate and engaging agenda, e.g. around ideas 
and priorities for commissioning? [see 11.10 above] 

�  How to encourage the involvement of the private sector in LIGs. Participation of 
businesses in tourism groups is one way to get them engaged.  
 

2. Activity is good across themes two, three and four. Need greater focus on theme one 
in this year. This is a good theme under which to commission project activity. 
 

3. Agreed to maintain flexibility over match funding requirements. The lack of available 
funding in local areas at present can favour larger organisations.  We should, 
however, be using LEADER money to draw in partnership funding from larger funders, 
such as English Heritage and Heritage Lottery Fund.  
 

4. ‘Stand alone’ projects are eligible, although may be regarded as lower priority.  
 

5. Discussed the potential need for an additional staff post to co-ordinate of walking, 
cycling, tourism project activity (see below). [This was addressed through the 
Developing tourism and local heritage project (EPIP 115)] 
 

6. Agreement that the existing project selection and appraisal processes are working 
well but need to remain aware of pressures on this year’s programme budget. Do we 
need to set down some potential changes to the current system, e.g. identifying 
priority themes within larger themes, e.g. walking, cycling, tourism, heritage? Could 
set a date for ending the open application process (at least temporarily) and switching 
to an entirely commissioning route?  Priorities for commissioning could be focused 
around gaps, i.e. priorities within the development plan where few or no projects have 
come forward so far.  [The open application process was closed in October 2012] 
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Annex Three – Summary of EPIP Board’s review of LDS  (2011) 
 
 
The Board reviewed the LDS at a meeting on the 31st August 2011.  The key discussion 
points are listed below: 
 

1. Review of Local Innovation Groups and Board operations. It was noted that the 
three LIGs operate differently at present. In future, LIGs could play a larger role in 
monitoring the performance of projects. LIGs should be consulted on the role or 
roles which they wish to carry out and the Board should not be prescriptive in this 
regard. LIGs should continue to try to recruit more people, especially from the 
private sector.  
 

2. Key programme themes and cross cutting themes. Discussion focused on the third 
programme theme (support to and development of the local rural economy). There 
was general agreement that insufficient activity had been supported in this area. It 
was suggested that activity within this theme would be addressed through the 
activity associated with the proposed Development Officer post. There was 
specific discussion of support to tourism businesses and attractions, including the 
distribution and exchange of leaflets and other information within the East Peak 
area.  
 

3. Priorities for funding (inc. East Peak wide vs. ‘stand-alone’ projects). Agreed that 
the provisions in this area, outlined in the Development Plan, should be retained. 
The option to fund projects at 100% would be retained and no lower or upper limits 
on LEADER funding for individual projects would be introduced. 
 

4. Project selection and appraisal. It was agreed that the current procedures for 
project selection and appraisal should be retained, including the two stage 
application process. It was also emphasised that projects would no longer be able 
to roll over grant allocations from one year to the next. The need for the Board to 
become more proactive in identifying the issues which need to be addressed 
through commissioning was also highlighted.  
 

5. Marketing, communications and publicity. It was noted that some promotional 
activity has been restricted by Defra following the outcome of the recent 
Comprehensive Spending Review. The promotion of the Discover East Peak 
brand is a long term objective but association with the Peak District is of great 
value.  
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Annex Four – Summary of EPIP Board’s review of LDS (2012) 
 
 
The Board reviewed the LDS at a meeting on the 24th April 2012.  The key discussion 
points are listed below: 
 

1. the advantages and disadvantages of allocating indicative amounts of funding to 
each priority theme 
 

2. the advantages and disadvantages of introducing an upper limit for LEADER 
grants and/or a requirement for match funding 
 

3. the potential to introduce ‘funding rounds’ with strict deadlines for applications 
 

4. the need to commission more project activity while retaining an application 
process open to community groups and local authorities 
 

5. the need for LIGs to be able to make suggestions for commissioning activity 
 

6. the need for more ‘connectivity’ between projects supported through the LEADER 
programme, particularly where they relate to promoting the East Peak area as a 
visitor destination 
 

7. the distinction between attracting visits from outside the East Peak area and 
encouraging local people to spend money within the area 
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Annex Five – East Peak LEADER Programme Expenditure   
 
 
EAST PEAK WIDE PROJECTS  £1,024,643.97 Notes  
Advice delivery in rural areas £79,932.76  
Steel Valley Added Value Project £211,312.81  
EPIP cycling study £16,600.00  
EPIP Beacons and Viewing Points Study £3,500.00  
East Peak - villages of poetry £89,900.95  
Three Notes Educational Project £23,321.98  
East Peak Faith Site Heritage Project £40,325.00  
Development of tourism and local heritage £101,993.84  
Industrial Heritage in the East Peak £162,277.18  
Dry Stone Wall Restoration and Conservation £17,505.75  
East Peak Traditional Performance Project £24,626.37  
East Peak for Young People £69,525.52  
East Peak Outdoors  £13,801.47  
East Peak European Route of Industrial Heritage £21,814.32  
Local Food Leaflet £13,647.44  
Local Food Website £1,250.00  
East Peak Local Food Directory £17,925.60  
East Peak Arts and Crafts Directory £6,500.00  
Digitization Programme £89,700.96  
Penistone Line: in the community £15,700.42  
Penistone Line Station Adoption £3,481.60  
DENBY DALE AND KIRKBURTON  £347,275.38  
Birdsedge Village Hall £14,799.00  
Kirkburton Parish Ward Walks £39,700.00  
Promoting walking in the Denby Dale district £36,970.56  
Out and About in the East Peak £1,712.29  
Skelmanthorpe Youth and Community Centre £25,000.00  
The Hub at Kirkburton £24,435.00  
Restoration of Shepley Methodist Churchyard £7,600.00  
Capacity building for community centres £10,525.37  
Birdsedge Village Festival £2,865.85  
Kaye's Millennium Green £34,672.78  
Shepley Spring Festival £10,000.00  

Kirkburton to Trans Pennine Trail (TPT) Cycle Routes £84,900.77 
Some impacts in 
Penistone area 

Parish Council Archive Digitization and Website £9,876.00  
Improvements to key footpaths and bridleways £19,956.00  
Wayside seating at Farnley Tyas £8,299.72  
Stocksmoor View Point £3,268.60  
Denby Dale and Kirkburton website £6,469.00  

PENISTONE AND DISTRICT £559,038.48  

Penistone FM £35,775.61 
Some impacts in Denby 
Dale, Kirkburton and 
North Sheffield areas 

Penistone Community Equipment Bank £15,396.20  
Wortley Hall Walled Garden £31,177.63  
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Dunford Parish Community Centre £8,444.46  
Thurgoland Village Welfare Join Together £17,229.10  

Tourism across the East Peak and Visit Penistone 
website £11,949.00 

Some impacts in Denby 
Dale, Kirkburton and 
North Sheffield areas 

Restoration of Wortley Hall Ha Ha £10,962.00  
Gunthwaite and Ingbirchworth Parish Walks £2,502.36  
Cycle Penistone £22,995.29  
Cannon Hall Nature Trail and Access Improvements £5,266.00  
Cannon Hall: 1,000 years at the heart of the East 
Peak £90,977.00  

Aerial Photography at Silkstone Waggonway £9,540.00  
Restoration of Hoylandswaine Nail Forge £28,094.00  
Preservation of Green Moor's heritage £6,825.11  
Surfacing improvements to the Trans Pennine Trail £75,400.00  
Trans Pennine Trail Benches and Interpretation £9,401.76  
Bramah Gallery, Silkstone Church £36,608.00  
Conferences at Stainborough Park  £8,349.39  

Wortley Hall Remembered  £28,600.00 
Some impacts in Denby 
Dale, Kirkburton and 
North Sheffield areas 

Restoration of mural at Hoylandswaine Church £24,824.91  
Penistone Grammar School - photo record and 
website £7,000.00  

Restoration of Stainborough Park Rotunda £71,720.66  

NORTH SHEFFIELD £282,362.53 
 

Community History through the Arts £16,601.38 

Some impacts in Denby 
Dale, Kirkburton and 
Penistone areas 

Further development of Stocksbridge History Society 
website £10,356.00 

 

The Venue, Stocksbridge £55,310.68  
Bradfield Parish Council Walks and Trails £27,326.95  
Bradfield Villages Interpretation Project £14,680.00  
Celebration of Grenoside Village Life £2,919.00  
Soundpost Singing Weekend £4,260.00  
Bolsterstone Beacon £3,129.00  
Moor Memories £6,649.70  
Bradfield Parish Council Archives £22,840.00  

Villages and Communities Together £15,847.89 
Some impacts in 
Penistone area 

Ecclesfield Parish Council Walking and Exploring 
Project £34,690.70 

 

Developing walks in Stocksbridge and surrounding 
areas £4,374.74 

 

Coronation Park Centenary Gala £3,650.00  
Stocksbridge Interpretation Panels £12,328.00  
Cycling project at High Green £4,999.00  
Come and Sing Project £4,485.77  
Bolsterstone Village Hall £12,913.72  
Lomas Hall £25,000.00  
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Annex Six – Project Summaries  
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Annex Seven – LIG Terms of Reference  

 
 
The Penistone and District Local Innovation Group (LIG) forms part of the East Peak 
Innovation Partnership LEADER Local Action Group (LAG). Its catchment area is 
made up of two local authority electoral wards – Penistone East and Penistone West.  
The Local Innovation Group aims to include wide representation from the local area 
and to achieve a balance of membership from the voluntary and community, public 
and business sectors. 
 
The LIG has the following key responsibilities: 
 

�  Identify and agree an integrated programme of activity reflecting local 
priorities and themes.  

�  Select appropriate individual projects for development and inclusion in the 
East Peak LEADER programme. As well as forming part of an integrated 
programme, funded projects will meet output requirements relating to: 

o Basic services for the economy and rural population 
o Village renewal and regeneration 
o Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage 

�  Work with the staff of the East Peak Innovation Partnership and the 
Partnership’s Technical Advisory Group to ensure new projects are supported 
through appropriate development work.  

�  Monitor the progress of individual projects. 
�  Ensure there is co-ordination of activity and links with wider regeneration 

programmes both within the East Peak Innovation Partnership catchment 
area and in adjacent areas. 

�  Actively participate in the wider LEADER network. 
�  Actively promote the achievements of the East Peak LEADER programme in 

Penistone and District.  
 
Members of the LIG will be asked to declare any conflicts of interest in relation to 
items discussed at LIG meetings. In the event of a financial conflict of interest, the 
declarer will not be permitted to participate in any decision-making processes.  
A chair and vice-chair of the LIG will be elected by members on an annual basis. 
The LIG will also nominate three of its members to serve on the East Peak 
Innovation Partnership Board (one nominee to represent the private sector, one 
nominee to represent the public sector and one nominee to represent the voluntary 
and community sector). The Board will provide strategic leadership for the East Peak 
LEADER programme: 
 
LIG meetings will take place at regular intervals, approximately eight times per year. 
Additionally, the LIG will undertake to attend combined LIG meetings with the other 
two LIGs, again to be held at regular intervals, approximately three times per year�

�
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Annex Eight – Division of duties  

 
East Peak Innovation Partnership Board  

                             
 
 
EPIP Manager  Project Development Co -

ordinator  
Programme Co -
ordination Officer 
(Barnsley MBC employee) 

Monitoring of LEADER 
Programme performance 

 Processing of quarterly 
project claims (two 
independent cross-checks 
within Barnsley MBC) 

Supporting the operation 
of EPIP Board 

Supporting the operation 
of EPIP Board 

Processing of quarterly 
LAG claims (two 
independent cross-checks 
within Barnsley MBC) 

Liaison with Defra and 
with Barnsley MBC (as 
accountable body) 

 Liaison with Defra 

Development of 
partnerships  with external 
agencies 

 Support for the 
development of annual 
Delivery Plans and related 
reprofiles 

Direct support for the 
Penistone & District and 
Denby Dale & Kirkburton 
Local Innovation Groups 

Direct support for the 
North Sheffield and 
Penistone & District Local 
Innovation Groups 

Financial advice and 
compliance guidance to 
projects 

Pre-application advice Pre-application advice  
Project Appraisal Project development (at 

stage two of the 
application process) 

 

 Project Monitoring and 
Compliance, including 
reporting to the EPIP 
Board 

 

Delivery of a 
communication, marketing 
and publicity strategy 

Coordination of the 
development of the EPIP 
website, newsletters and 
e-briefs 

 

Management of the 
operational budget 

Monitoring of operational 
budget and cashflow 

 

Line Management of 
Project Development Co-
ordinator, Industrial 
Heritage Support Officer 
and Project Development 
Officer 

Organisation of capacity 
building, training and 
promotional events. 

 

 


