Participatory Budgeting

Development and Implementation for Manton

1. Introduction

The MCA Pathfinder Vision:

· Services and service standards will meet the needs and aspirations of all key stakeholders in Manton, and in particular local residents

· Manton residents will have the skills and the confidence to reach out and grasp the employment and educational opportunities that are now available, and to manage their own estate

· The community will perceive itself, and be perceived by others, as a flourishing, safe, happy place to live and work
Neighbourhood management provides leadership to shape, influence, co-ordinate and monitor mainstream public services and join up all strands of renewal.  It opens the way for communities to become more actively involved in developing their own solutions to local problems.

Participatory budgeting is a mechanism of local government (or equivalent), which brings local communities closer to the decision-making process around the public budget. It is a flexible set of community engagement techniques, adaptable to local circumstances, but sharing a common principle: that power lies with those who decide how new money is to be spent. Where it has seen tried it has enhanced participation in local democracy whilst improving the delivery and cost-effectiveness of local services.

Participatory Budgeting is a concept used in a number of developing countries, particularly following concern about the methods used to allocate resources.  The aim is to engage a wide range of citizens and community groups in the process of debating and agreeing spending priorities for localities.  Each locality agrees priorities that are then passed on to a city-level budget council, the majority of whose membership is made up of representatives from localities.  The budgeting process is designed to be transparent, deliberative and as far as possible bottom-up.

2. Why Participatory Budgeting for Manton?

3. Issues to be Considered
4. Methods
List of Consultees

2. Neighbourhood Management Policy Context

“Within 10 to 20 years no one should be seriously disadvantaged by where they live”

In January 2002 the Deputy Prime Minister discussed ‘Postcode Poverty’ stating ‘It’s unacceptable that the poorest communities are so often served by the worst schools, that they suffer the highest levels of unemployment, that public transport serves them worst, that doctors in communities where health is poorest often have the longest lists, that burglary rates are highest in the areas where people have least.  The principle at the core of our strategy is to make mainstream services work properly for everyone’.

To establish which areas were experiencing these conditions the Government developed the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) showing a range of factors (Crime, Education, Health etc).  The worst 10% of these neighbourhoods have 40% of the population of England and Wales, and 70% of all people from ethnic minorities living in them, the areas cover cities, metropolitan boroughs, rural areas and coastal towns.  Wards and Local Authority areas within the top 10% have been selected for financial assistance to reduce the problems, including through Neighbourhood Management Pathfinders.

2.1 Social Exclusion

Tony Blair described social exclusion as:

“Social exclusion is about income but it is about more.  It is about prospects and networks and life-chances.  It’s a very modern problem, and one that is more harmful to the individual, more damaging to self-esteem, more corrosive for society as a whole, more likely to be passed down from generation to generation, than material poverty”

Social exclusion is defined by the government as: 

“a shorthand term for what can happen when people or areas suffer from a combination of linked problems such as unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime, bad health and family breakdown”

Social exclusion can happen to anyone, though certain factors and backgrounds leave individuals at greater risk of suffering social exclusion, these include:

· low income

· family conflict

· being in care

· school problems

· being an ex-prisoner

· being from an ethnic minority

· living in a deprived neighbourhood

· mental health problems

· age

· disabilities

The Social Exclusion Unit (SEU) was established in December 1997, the Prime Minister established the unit to report on ‘how to develop integrated and sustainable approaches to the problems of the worst housing estates, including crime, drugs, unemployment, community breakdown and bad schools etc’.

The SEU, located in the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), works to reduce social exclusion by improving government action and producing ‘joined up solutions to joined up problems’.

2.2 The New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal

The National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal was published in January 2001 setting out how the government aimed ‘to tackle the unacceptably bad conditions in this country’s poor neighbourhoods’.  It is the response to the spiral of decline experienced by the poorer neighbourhoods.

It recognised some neighbourhoods have become trapped in a spiral of decline, attracting a bad reputation because of high crime or unemployment levels and as a result those that can leave the area, including shops and other employers.  This increases the initial problems and knock-on effects of high numbers of void properties create more opportunities for crime, vandalism and drug dealing.

The strategy has two goals:

1. To bridge the gap between the most deprived neighbourhoods and the rest of England

2. In all the poorest neighbourhoods to achieve lower long term worklessness, less crime, better health and better qualifications

‘It creates a framework for supporting and co-ordinating neighbourhood renewal:

· National – through the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU), all key government departments agreed targets to support the strategy

· Regional – through neighbourhood renewal teams in Government Regional Offices (GORs)

· District – through Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs)

· Neighbourhood – through neighbourhood managers and partnerships with communities at the heart’

‘To support the strategy the government introduced some changes, together with initiatives:

· fairer funding for public services in deprived areas to improve specific targets for improving life in deprived areas

· establish NRU to monitor progress

· new role for GORs in supporting neighbourhood renewal

· special focus on black and minority ethnic issues

· specific skills and knowledge strand

· change public sector cultures and reduce bureaucracy

· new neighbourhood statistics to monitor change’ 

2.3 Neighbourhood Management

“Neighbourhood management has the potential to improve the quality of people’s lives quite radically, to reverse decline and address the problems of deprivation, by:

· providing communities with someone they can turn to who has responsibility and influence for dealing with problems at the neighbourhood level

· committing service providers to co-operate with neighbourhood managers and with other partners to redesign the way services are delivered at neighbourhood level”

SEU defines neighbourhood management as ‘local organisation and delivery of core services within a small, recognisable built up area under 5,000 homes’.

Neighbourhood management is about improving services to an area working on the premise deprived areas receive poorer public services and have poorer facilities available to them.  It is about developing a process for the community to work with service providers to improve services for the area.

‘Neighbourhood management provides leadership to shape, influence, co-ordinate and monitor mainstream public services and join up all strands of renewal.  It opens the way for communities to become more actively involved in developing their own solutions to local problems’.

Policy Action Team 4 (PAT) reporting on neighbourhood management stated it should be ‘about spending existing money better, rather than spending new money’ and ‘ delivering devolved services or making and implementing agreements with existing service providers to act more effectively or join up better’.

PAT 4 concluded that if neighbourhood management works, “it could achieve four things which could transform the lives of people in deprived communities; it could: genuinely empower deprived communities; help improve the outcomes that matter to people in deprived neighbourhoods; help the vast majority of deprived communities, not just the lucky few”.  The report highlighted five core principles of neighbourhood management:

· someone with overall responsibility at the neighbourhood level

· community involvement and leadership

· the tools to get things done

· a systematic, planned approach to tackling local problems

· effective delivery mechanisms

A pathfinder programme was launched in 2001, twenty partnerships were established and employed neighbourhood managers to develop and drive the process, a further fifteen were established in 2004.  An interim evaluation found it was important to appoint managers early and retain them as changes caused problems.

Essentially the neighbourhood management process is run by a local partnership in some form of neighbourhood management board or forum.  Neighbourhood management partnerships typically include local residents; community and voluntary groups; local authorities; local councillors; service delivery agencies; primary care groups and NHS trusts; the police; and local businesses.  These partnerships will also link closely with LSPs in their areas. 

It is crucial that partnerships have the full commitment of local people and local service providers.  Neighbourhood management is about devolving power down to local neighbourhoods so they decide upon the best ways to:

· identify local needs and priorities and set targets to tackle failing services

· provide agencies and communities with a clear point of contact locally

· help to co-ordinate the activities of service providers

· ensure that service providers are held to account by the local community for the quality of services they provide

· make the most of the resources available for services by helping to minimise administration costs

In most cases dedicated neighbourhood managers are employed to represent the neighbourhood partnership and provide a single point of contact within the neighbourhood.  Neighbourhood managers can make agreements with service providers.  They also have authority over a wide range of local services and are accountable to the neighbourhood partnership for making sure services meet local needs.  If service providers fail to deliver to the partnership what is expected of them, managers have the power to take action.

The neighbourhood management national network scoping study indicated a number of partnerships are using an area wide approach to neighbourhood management which produces a number of advantages.  It can widen understanding of issues, develop a critical mass to get service providers to work with initiatives, minimse the risk of overstretching the capacity of service providers where there are a number of areas and ensure co-ordination across the local authority area.

The study also noted neighbourhood management was being undertaken, though sustainable budgets were not being established either for projects or to encourage service providers to continue without additional funding.

2.4 Local Strategic Partnerships

The central recommendation of the PAT17 report, ‘Joining it up Locally’ was the development of LSPs to ‘both rationalise the confusion of existing partnerships into a common umbrella, and bringing a deprivation focus to local strategic working’.

The basis for LSPs is contained in the Local Government Act 2000 through the requirements to improve well-being and the duty to prepare community strategies in partnership with other organisations that identifies and prioritises actions within the area.  The LSP should bring together other local plans and work with local authorities developing local public service agreements (PSA) to help devise and meet suitable targets.

The LSP is a single partnership body of representatives from public, private, business, community and voluntary sectors enabling organisations to work together in an area.  The membership and size of a LSP should reflect its aims and issues it deals with, these vary therefore membership should be determined locally.

LSPs are non-statutory, non-executive organisations working within local authority boundaries, this enables strategic decisions to be taken whilst involving communities and individual neighbourhoods in these decisions.

12.1 Local Area Agreements

The aim of Local Area Agreements (LAA) is to improve both the effectiveness and the efficiency in the way in which Government works with local authorities and their delivery partners, to improve public services and in particular to:
 
· provide a mature conversation between central and local government based on a clear framework and a shared understanding of national and local priorities

· improve local performance by allowing more flexible use of resources between partners in order to achieve shared outcomes and a genuine further devolution of responsibility

· enhance efficiency by rationalising non-mainstream funding programmes, reducing the bureaucracy associated with the numerous shared funding schemes and area based initiatives available to councils and their partners

· help partners to join up at a local level and enhance the community understanding role of local authorities

LAAs are intended to draw together plans for local services and agree a combination of central government and local area targets.  This will include Community Strategies, which local authorities are required to prepare and are in place in many areas.  Local authorities will be expected to work with LSPs to produce LAAs.  There will be three priorities: 

· Children and Young People

· Safer and Stronger Communities
· Healthier Communities and Older People
5. National Context

6. Area Profile

Manton is an estate within the Worksop South East Ward in Bassetlaw.  The extreme levels of deprivation place Manton within the 6th most deprived ward in the East Midlands and the 122nd nationally.  As an ex-mining community there is still evidence of a strong identifiable community with a population of around 6300 living in housing, which was mostly built by the coal board or local authority around the time of the Second World War.  Following the closure of Manton Colliery in 1994 with the loss of over 700 jobs the area has struggled to maintain its identity and previous “village” feel on the edge of the town of Worksop. 

However, the estate possesses many strengths which are being harnessed to address regeneration initiatives.  The people of Manton have a will to succeed; there are many potential new job opportunities close by; there is a commitment from Bassetlaw District Council to improve housing and the local environment; Nottinghamshire County Council are committed to improving the area as evidenced by the Private Funding Initiative (PFI) bid for a new secondary school and the refurbishment of one of the primary schools.

7. Participatory Budgeting

The Public Value Cabinet Office paper (Dec 2002) summarised participatory budgeting as ‘a concept used in a number of developing countries, particularly following concern about the methods used to allocate resources.  The aim is to engage a wide range of citizens and community groups in the process of debating and agreeing spending priorities for localities.  Each locality agrees priorities that are then passed on to a city-level budget council, the majority of whose membership is made up of representatives from localities.  The budgeting process is designed to be transparent, deliberative and as far as possible bottom-up’ (Community Pride Initiative, 2002).

The government modernisation agenda places great importance on public involvement in civil society, this is reflected in the establishment of LSPs and their link with the distribution of funding including NRF.  Some LSPs have had difficulty in securing community involvement in them with few developing membership beyond meetings of the great and the good, this is a problem in securing wider support for the work carried out by the LSPs, Manton experiences this to a certain extent.  Government is keen to tie funds to genuine attempts to involve local people in decision-making on regeneration projects (Community Pride Initiative, 2002).

Participatory budgeting, has the potential to provide the crucial link between local people and LSPs, offering community engagement in the choice of local priorities and the monitoring of delivery and could provide the context for other community involvement initiatives to operate within.

Participatory budgeting is the method for enhancing participation in local democracy whilst improving the delivery and cost-effectiveness of local services was pioneered in Porto Alegre, Brazil and now operates in at least seventy Brazilian cities.  Community Pride and Oxfam’s UK Poverty Programme visited cities in Brazil to assess how the process could be used in Manchester and other areas (Community Pride Initiative, 2002).

Participatory budgeting has a number of advantages, most importantly its potential to increase cost-efficiency improvements in service delivery, it also enhances community involvement in local decision making and offers the potential to concentrate on issues around social exclusion (Community Pride Initiative, 2002).  Residents are involved in budget-setting, departmental planning and service delivery processes of the local authority providing clearer links between the priorities of the community and the resources allocated by local authorities.

In Brazil each city varies the amount of the public budget apportioned to participatory budgeting depending on how far the city has developed its process and how important the cost-effectiveness of the scheme is, this has become an important factor in widening the scope of the process (Community Pride Initiative, 2002).

The visit to Brazil in 2000 to investigate the potential of participatory budgeting concluded the strengths and weaknesses to the process detailed in table 4, Appendix 11 outlines them further.

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	Improvements to the provision of services and infrastructure
	Complexity and bureaucracy

	Strengthening of the community organisation and voluntary sector activities
	The need for strong commitment

	Renewing democratic and political processes
	The need for capacity-building

	Tackling neighbourhood deprivation
	The danger of raising expectations

	Attractive to business and international recognition
	


Table 4 – Strengths & Weaknesses of Participatory Budgeting (Community Pride Initiative, 2002)

The key features of participatory budgeting are:

a) A clearly defined geographical area to facilitate decision making and service delivery

b) City-wide discussion fora established to involve local people in developing priorities and targets as well as monitoring and evaluating on-going activities

c) An annual cycle for consultation providing a framework for both local authority and community activity that is widely understood

d) A network of voluntary and community organisations working to build the capacity of the community to enable them to play an active part in participatory budgeting

(Community Pride Initiative, 2003a)

Participatory budgeting uses a budget matrix to facilitate decision making, it converts local priorities into financial allocations to deliver activities.  Once local priorities and project ideas have been established each neighbourhood fora ranks the themes according to local importance.  To provide the financial allocation to each theme the scores are calculated and adjustments made for population and deprivation levels, the budget is then split to reflect the scores (Community Pride Initiative, 2003a).  The example matrix from the Salford report is shown in Appendix 12, this illustrates the process for translating local priorities directly into service planning.  

The stages for developing a budget matrix are:

Stage 1 – Identifying a pot for investment

Stage 2 - Developing local priorities and ideas

Stage 3 – Transforming local priorities into city-wide priorities

Stage 4 – Making adjustments for population

Stage 5 – Making adjustments for deprivation

Stage 6 – Weighting the budget matrix

Stage 7 – Deriving thematic allocations

Stage 8 – Deriving city-wide allocations

(Community Pride Initiative, 2003b)

Once the budget for each priority has been set the participatory budgeting group consisting of community representatives and council officers meet to decide on which projects to deliver over the year in line with financial allocations.

A participatory budgeting pot can be established a number of ways:

· using regeneration funding

· top-slicing directorate budgets

· extending current area assembly devolved budgets

· increasing local taxation as in Brazil

Participatory budgeting can alter consultation methods, currently Salford City Council consults further down the process when the decision to spend has been made.  By involving the community at an earlier stage it may show the community would rather have something other than what the council proposes to deliver.  Consulting earlier will enable the council to deliver and therefore reduce the level criticism from the community that they have not listened and delivered something the community does not want to see.  

The participatory budgeting process in Salford developed three year local action plans that set out the range of proposals or projects for an area that will enable the participatory budgeting group to decide on the projects for the year.  It is intended that the local action plans should also be used by service providers to inform their mainstream work.

Strengths & Weaknesses of Participatory Budgeting

Strengths

· Improvements to the provision of services and infrastructure

Most cities that have implemented a form of participatory budgeting indicate improvements to the provision of services and infrastructure.

The following information is taken from Porto Alegre where monitoring has taken place for a longer period than in other cities:

	Education
	Number of schools increased from 37 in 1989 to 89 in 1999

Fall in illiteracy from 8% in 1995 to 3% in 1999

Fall in truancy rate from 9% in 1989 to 0.97% in 1999

Won national ‘City of the Child’ Award, sponsored by UNICEF in 1998 and 1999

	Health
	Designated as a high priority in recent years (14.5% of municipal budget)

Increase in ‘mobile’ primary health care teams from 2 (1996) to 29 (1999)

21% reduction in hospital admissions (1998-1999)

53% reduction in deaths caused by respiratory illness (1998-1999) following campaign

	Housing and infrastructure
	Nearly 9000 families re-housed into brick dwellings since 1989

571 streets built or resurfaced since 1993

2 bridges built

99% population now have treated water

	Other important indicators
	Significant improvements in local tax collection since introduction of PB

Improvements in cost-efficiency and monitoring of services

Using UN criteria Porto Alegre has the highest ‘Quality of life’ in the whole of Brazil

UN HABITAT II prize for human improvement, governance, administration and business development in 1996 and 1999


· Strengthening of the community organisation and voluntary sector activities

The introduction of participatory budgeting has led to:

a) Improvements in community capacity, community leadership and active citizenship

b) Increased awareness and understanding of decision-making processes in local governance

c) A greater sense of community ‘ownership’ of resources and facilities; and the development of more inclusive, ‘healthy’ communities

It has also promoted the development of a strong, innovative and engaged voluntary sector with some organisations working closely with the local authority to develop and improve community involvement in participatory budgeting and other local authority programmes.

· Renewing democratic and political processes

The participatory budgeting has introduced a clearly structured and popular means of engagement and partnership between local authorities, citizens and other agencies in the city leading to much improved transparency and co-operation between parties.

It has gone a long way to tackling what is sometimes termed the democratic deficit and led to high levels of participation in local elections.

Participatory budgeting has also proved very popular from a political perspective.  The Worker’s Party have been returned to office an unprecedented four terms in succession in Porto Alegre.  In the second round of current municipal elections they look set to triple the number of municipal authorities that they control from 107 to more than 300 including winning Sao Paolo (Latin America’s biggest city) and Rio de Janeiro each for the first time.

· Tackling neighbourhood deprivation

The participatory budgeting has demonstrated its success in involving people from the poorest and most marginalized communities and groups in the decision-making process.  (In Porto Alegre more than 40% of participants in regional plenaries come from households that earn less than  three monthly minimum wages, and 9% from households which earn less than 1).

Participatory budgeting has also demonstrated its success in prioritising the needs of poorer communities within the budgeting process, particularly with regards the provision of basic services and facilities to poorest neighbourhoods.

· Attractive to business and international recognition

The participatory budgeting has also provided a wider context for considerable economic development in Brazilian cities.  In Porto Alegre:

a) Unemployment has been reduced to 14.5%

b) More than 30 ‘business-focussed’ projects have been initiated through the PB including the development of a technology park

c) In 1999 it came runner-up in a survey to discover the best city in which to do business by a leading Brazilian business publication

Participatory budgeting has also gained considerable international profile for Brazilian cities with a growing list of international cities now adopting similar participatory budgeting processes themselves. 

In Porto Alegre the participatory budgeting process has gained international recognition through the United Nations, World Bank and International Council for Local Economic Initiatives (ICLEI).

Weaknesses

a) Complexity and bureaucracy

Perhaps the greatest weakness of the participatory budgeting is the complexity of its organisation.  It is important to ensure that the participatory budgeting is not tagged on as another scheme but builds on existing structures and processes.

It also seems that it takes a number of years to become effective and generate sufficient participation to achieve results.  Its cost-efficiency in early years is therefore questionable.

b) The need for strong commitment

The participatory budgeting requires strong commitment in order to work.  Although it could be piloted in small areas to work effectively requires strong and confident administration and which delivers action on the ground.

There is a danger the participatory budgeting can be seen simply as a slogan or populist programme unless it deals with a significant amount of the annual budget.  Popular participation requires the sense that it is worthwhile getting involved.

c) The need for capacity-building

Community and voluntary sector groups require capacity building and support if they are to play a dynamic role in the participatory budgeting process.

Councillors and local authority officials also require training concerning the principles and the practice of the participatory budgeting process.

d) The danger of raising expectations

There is also the danger that introduction of a participatory budgeting process can raise the expectations of local neighbourhoods beyond sustainable levels.  Again, this requires careful information and training in order to ensure people are aware of the true nature of the programme.

(Community Pride Initiative, 2003a)

The Salford Budget Matrix Example

	AREA
	Healthy City
	Safe City
	Learning and Creative City
	Valuing Children and Young People
	Inclusive city, with strong communities
	Economic prosperity
	Environment and housing
	Overall

	Broughton and Blackfriars
	18%
	22%
	16%
	13%
	17%
	13%
	7%
	15%

	Claremont, Weaste and Seedley
	8%
	7%
	9%
	5%
	6%
	7%
	4%
	6%

	Eccles, Winton, Barton
	13%
	13%
	13%
	16%
	15%
	18%
	13%
	15%

	Irlam and Cadishead
	9%
	12%
	6%
	7%
	6%
	4%
	3%
	7%

	Kersal, Pendleton and Charlestown
	16%
	16%
	15%
	7%
	9%
	17%
	14%
	13%

	Little Hulton and Walkden
	10%
	8%
	13%
	17%
	15%
	8%
	14%
	12%

	Ordsall and Langworthy
	14%
	12%
	16%
	13%
	13%
	18%
	19%
	15%

	Swinton N&S, Pendlebury
	7%
	6%
	8%
	15%
	13%
	6%
	11%
	10%

	Worsley and Boothstown
	5%
	4%
	5%
	7%
	6%
	11%
	14%
	8%


(Community Pride Initiative, 2003b)

8. The Brazil Connection

Porto Alegre, in the south of Brazil, is where experiments in participatory budgeting began in the late 1980s.  One commentator notes that: ‘Something like 50,000 residents of Porto Alegre – poor and middle class, women and men, leftist and centrist – now participate in the budgeting cycle of this city of a million and a half people. The number of participants has grown each year since its start 12 years ago. For example, each year the bulk of new street-paving has gone to the poorer, outlying districts.  When PB started, only 75 per cent of homes had running water, while today 99 per cent have treated water and 85 per cent have piped sewerage. In 12 years of participatory budgeting, the number of public [state] schools increased from 29 to 86, and literacy has reached 98 percent.

“People get involved in Participatory Budgeting as they are desperate for change and have concrete needs to meet.  When people attend PB meetings their concerns are abut services, not about funding.  PB just provides the methodology for decision-making.  What’s new about PB is that there is a process of consultation from start to finish.  It doesn’t matter if just a few people come at the start, interest will grow as services develop.”
  

(Luciano Brunet, a member of the Workers Party who introduced participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre)

Taken from Breathing Life into Democracy, Community Pride Initiative/Oxfam UK Poverty Programme

9. Other Countries Using PB

10. British Areas Operating PB

Sunderland NDC

Working with Community Pride, Sunderland’s NDC ‘Back in the Map’ have undertaken a 2-year pilot of introducing participative techniques to decide on budget priorities.  Back on the Map is a New Deal for Communities organisation that is managed by a board of 16 residents and 16 agency representatives.

Model piloted

Year 1

In the first year an initial budget of £50,000 of the Community Fund budget was available to be decided using the PB process.  Projects were identified and presented to residents in a large forum and they were asked to vote using an electronic touch pad scoring system.  Any project could be presented to a maximum of £2,000. 

This was a very successful mechanism for allocating funding; this process for project and budget prioritising was repeated twice in the first year and three times in the following year.

Year 2

Back on the Map were keen to develop this further and from their ‘Re-cast Programme’ of £32 million there was an unallocated 3-4 million assigned to be allocated using PB.

A model was presented to the Board that used participative market stalls (relating to the key themes of the NDC) where members of the theme group would present their case for an allocation of funding.  Residents would then walk round and score to prioritise spend.  There was some concern regarding this process, particularly amongst the Resident Board Members and Chairs of Theme groups as they felt their role was to be elected to make these decisions and were uncomfortable with this amount of change.  Therefore a compromise was reached and a new model developed that used PB principles (of open and transparent decision making regarding prioritisation of spend) with existing Resident Board Members.  The Chair of the Theme Groups (a resident) presented their case for project or budget allocation for a proportion of the spend and the Board members voted using electronic scoring pads to indicate which would be funded.

By participating through the model this has encouraged a greater understanding and confidence about the PB model and the Board more supportive of the next phase of introducing PB to decide on a larger proportion of service delivery spend with a wider body of residents.

Stakeholders

Key stakeholders were included throughout the whole process.  In the main agency representatives were highly supported and saw PB as an exciting model to determine spend priorities.  Resident Board Members and Ward Councillors were more sceptical, and although working through the process first hand helped to reduce the concerns for Resident Board Members there is still some concern regarding expanding this model to include larger proportional spend from Ward Councillors.

Lessons from this pilot

· Start small with a transparent system to encourage awareness and participation from the community

· The scoring system – particularly translating in people’s mind the scoring to percentages and then to money was something that needed to be explained in detail.  Adopting a simple mechanism for this is important.

· Support from stakeholders increased as they participated in the models themselves 

· Changing the decision making power is a concern to some stakeholders therefore including them throughout the process is particularly important.

Visit

Representatives from MCA attended their People’s Fund event on 24th May 2006 to see the PB process first hand.
Bradford

Salford

Harrow

11. Other Ways of Involving People in Decision Making

Brent

Brent used an evidence base to make decisions on NRF spend, to collate the base Brent used £95,000 of NRF to conduct a major face to face household survey to gather the views and priorities of the residents.  The survey was combined with data from the Office of National Statistics (ONS) and other baseline information.  All was recorded on a system to develop, maintain and analyse their regeneration programmes (Brent, 2003).

Waltham Forest

Waltham Forest in London, similar to Mansfield has five neighbourhood management areas that are funded by NRF.  The residents decide on the priorities and allocations for the NRF spend through problem solving workshops.  The teams also monitor the services received in the neighbourhood, develop priorities for them and evaluate progress and activities (NRU, 2004).

In one neighbourhood management area meetings are held with local residents to assess local needs then solutions are developed with estimated costings.  Once a year the residents meet to vote on which ideas to adopt following presentations on each idea.  The event is publicized in the local papers and usually attract between seventy and one hundred residents, the results are the votes are shown immediately at the meeting (Regeneration and Renewal, 2004).

12. Consultation with the PB Unit

13. Creating a Model for Manton

Participatory budgeting offers Manton the opportunity to develop a sustainable process to deliver NMP Leverage and mainstream funding in local communities.  Manton could use its existing structures to implement a relatively new international process.  MCA already has part of the structure required and the regeneration funding to provide the budget.  In some ways Manton already undertakes part of the process to begin the prioritisation which is required for the budget matrix.

Participatory budgeting ensures the views of the residents are taken into account, however because participatory budgeting appears to be a more scientific process the views of the wider community should be taken into account, to gauge these views could be expensive if extensive consultation is required.  

Concerns were raised on the Brazil case study regarding the level of interest and whether the local groups were representative of the area.  Manton could address this by implementing a vote for local representatives onto the local group, local voting could ensure greater participation and in the case of elections for NDC representatives a greater proportion turned out than for local elections.

Manton has already developed many of the key features of the participatory budgeting process that can easily be adapted for delivery.  The development of participatory budgeting could increase the influence of the community on the services they receive, therefore working further towards the aims of neighbourhood management.

The process offers, if implemented successfully the potential, if the process is successful, to encourage mainstream funding to be pulled in during the neighbourhood management pathfinder programme and, if successful could be extended to wider Bassetlaw.

The process does have a few problems that need to be considered, these being:

· timescale to implement the process

· resistance to change by organisations and individuals

· the capacity to deliver these changes

· political pressures in Manton/Worksop

· pressures to spend full allocation each financial year

The existing structure can be altered to allow participatory budgeting to be developed as the delivery mechanism for NMP Leverage and continue after the funding ceases.  NMP funding offers Manton the opportunity to trial the participatory budgeting process and to begin to attract resource allocation from service providers.

14. Considerations
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