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Introduction
This report is part of Phase 1 of the National Evaluation of Participatory Budgeting (PB) in England commissioned by Communities and Local Government (CLG).

	The National Evaluation

The Brief drawn up by CLG set out the following aims for the evaluation:

· To develop and provide evidence on different PB approaches/models and track the processes and experiences of PB, exploring how and why different types of PB have an impact in different environments

· To conduct a pre-PB baseline exercise and post-implementation cost and impact (and effectiveness) analysis of PB in the study group, which is likely to capture ‘first round’ costs and impacts and should be designed to be able to capture longer term costs and impacts that may arise in the Phase 2 impact evaluation.

Thus the evaluation will seek to capture evidence on:

· Process issues (e.g. what works in doing PB? And what impact does the process have on individuals and institutions?)

· The impact of the activity commissioned in the areas carrying out PB (e.g. what difference does it make in terms of service quality or quality of life measures?). 




Given these overall aims, the National Evaluation team developed a framework for interpreting the evidence and a set of questions to drive the research. The framework distinguishes between the process of PB and the activities supported as a result of the PB process, in order to establish how PB changes:

· decision-making processes

· people’s relationship to decision-making processes

· what money gets spent on

· how money is spent

· what is achieved locally by public sector resources.

The structure of the evaluation is based on an assumption that the best way to understand what is happening is to understand the:

· context in which activity is happening (e.g. as an extension of previous initiatives or as new initiative in an area with no history of community engagement)
· inputs to PB (e.g. staff time)
· activities or processes (e.g. meetings, priority setting, support for projects etc.)

· outputs from the PB process (e.g. number of people engaged) and the projects it has supported (e.g. more activities for young people)
· outcomes from the process (e.g. a sense of empowerment by local people) and the outcomes from projects (e.g. reduced fear of crime or improved health in the area)
· impacts from the process (e.g. changes to the way local authority budget processes operate, larger proportion of public sector budgets allocated using PB, changed public sector perception of risk s associated with PB) and the impacts from projects (e.g. changes in the contextual factors that caused them to be a priority in the first place).

Research principles
In all aspects of the evaluation, we recognise the importance of the following principles:

· Integration: to design our activities to fit into, and contribute to, the monitoring arrangements that have been put in place or being prepared and the wide range of local evaluations that have been or will be carried out. 

· Involving delivery partners at different levels: to introduce procedures that will enable the partners to influence the issues explored within the evaluation as well as the nature of the dissemination and learning programme. 

· Sensitivity to different needs: to be sensitive to local circumstances and the variety of project specifications as each study area is at a different stage of development.

· Recognising different audiences: - to disseminate our findings in recognition that there are different audiences who, from time to time, will have different interests in what they want to know and learn – Communities and Local Government, regional agencies (e.g. Regional Empowerment Partnerships), local partnerships, service providers, residents and local communities. 

· Independence: - whilst we will seek to work collaboratively with delivery partners, the team will retain its independence to enable policy, progress and performance to be challenged where necessary. 

This report
This report presents a review of the programme activities in one PB study area. It is one of 8 area case study reviews being carried out this year. The purpose of the area case studies is to share learning and good practice on the progress of the programmes, what has been working well and why and to identify hindering/helping factors and key challenges for the future. 

It is based on a review of key local programme documents, statistics collated for and by each study area and a series of face to face and telephone interviews with programme staff, Councillors, Officers and participants.

We have structured the case study reports to ensure consistent treatment of the issues across all 8 case study areas.  These reports will contribute towards the final evaluation report, drawing on this and the other case studies reports and highlighting issues for the programme as a whole.

Introduction to the case study

This case study looks at how PB activity has been piloted in Salisbury: one element of Wiltshire’s work to involve and empower communities in its transition to unitary status. 
Section 1: Local Area Context
1.1 Local area characteristics
Salisbury city in the south of Wiltshire lies in England’s rural heartland.  Tourists are attracted by Stonehenge (13 kilometres away), Longleat and Salisbury cathedral, and the town’s economy is heavily reliant on tourism, leisure and culture. Major employers include the district hospital and Friends Provident and, nearby, military establishments.  

Based on the Census 2001 statistics, Salisbury has a population of 44,175 people in 2001 (this figure is for the Salisbury Community Area, which includes the eight wards that make up the city parish plus the small urban area of Laverstock for statistical purposes). Geographically, it is Wiltshire’s smallest community area (none of the city’s rural hinterland is included), which combined with the large number of residents, gives it a population density of 21.44 people per hectare.
According to the Office for National Statistics 2007, Salisbury Community Area has a population of 41,146, 96% of whom are white British. The population is made up of 9,471 under 18s, 6,138 18-29-year-olds, 18,061 30-59-year-olds and 10,505 over 60s. 

The mid year 2006 Office for National Statistics experimental statistics on ethnicity show that ‘Asian or Asian British’ residents account for the single biggest minority ethnic group in Wiltshire, followed by ‘Mixed’ race, ‘Chinese or Other Ethnic Group’ and ‘Black or Black British’. All ethnic minority groups in Wiltshire account for a smaller percentage share of the total population than England as a whole. There has been an increase in international migration in the last few years, a significant proportion of in-migration to the UK was from Eastern Europe, particularly Poland. More recently, this flow of migration from outside the UK has begun to decrease.

Using the Census data from 2001, Salisbury has 21,879 people in employment (aged between 16 and 74). Of these 11,382 use a car or van to travel to work, 3,962 go on foot, 1,287 travel by bus, 1,063 cycle and 1,909 worked at home. Some 17% of the population have a limiting long term illness. According to the Office for National Statistics 2.8% of Salisbury Community Area’s working age population were claiming Jobseekers Allowance in March 2009 (against a Wiltshire average 3.1%, South West region 3.1%). 

According to the Department for Work and Pensions, in Salisbury Community Area 7.2% of working age people were on Incapacity Benefit, Severe Disablement Allowance or Disability Living Allowance in August 2008, compared with 5.1% for Wiltshire and 7.8% for the South West region.

According to 2007 Indices of Multiple Deprivation, Salisbury has six Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) within Wiltshire’s 10% most deprived: Salisbury St Martin Central (2nd): Salisbury Bemerton South and West (4th  and 5th most deprived), Salisbury St Edmund South (16th) Salisbury St Mark West (22nd) and Salisbury Bemerton North (27th).

The Communities and Local Government’s Child Well-being Index (CWI) 2009 has been constructed by the Social Disadvantage Research Centre at the University of Oxford and the Social Policy Research Unit at the University of York. The CWI uses a group of statistical indicators to rank Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) in terms of seven aspects of child well-being: Material well-being; Health and Disability; Education; Crime; Housing; Environment; and Children in Need. For 2009 Salisbury had five LSOAs in the bottom 10% for Wiltshire. 

The Fuel Poverty Indicator shows that, in Salisbury prior to the boundary changes of 2003, the wards of Bishopdown, St Edmund’s and St Martin’s were in the top 11-20% of households in the United Kingdom who use more than 10% of their income to heat their homes. Stratford, Milford and Fisherton and Bemerton were in the top 21-30% and St Paul’s and Bemerton were also in the top 31- 40%.

‘Volume crime’, made up of criminal damage, theft and handling, violent offences and vehicle offences was higher in Salisbury than other parts of Wiltshire, with 72 per 1000 population between April 2007 and March 2008. ‘Other Crime’, made up of dwelling burglary, non dwelling burglary, drugs and other offences, was also highest in Salisbury, with 11.8 per 1000.

1.2 Other area-based initiatives

Because of its mainly rural and relatively prosperous nature (although there are pockets of disadvantage), Salisbury has not been the focus of any area based regeneration initiatives.  Initiatives such as Salamander programme, a partnership between the Fire service and young people and Youth Opportunities Fund and Capital Fund have been in operation 

1.3 What happened before PB was introduced in the area?
For about the last six years Wiltshire County Council has held a range of consultative events all across the county to determine budget priorities, including an event for young people at County Hall, involving some Salisbury residents. Officers have sought to make these events as inclusive as possible, conducting outreach and building user networks. Through the Wiltshire survey, People’s Voice, Salisbury residents are also regularly consulted on a variety of issues. At the start of June 2009, the People’s Voice panel consisted of 3,714 people from all areas of Wiltshire (the aim is to have at least 200 active panellists per community area); Salisbury had 108 respondents in June 2009 and 118 in December 2008). In addition, the Wiltshire Assembly, active since October 2008, has begun to provide a forum for the organisations in the county twice a year, with the aim of holding a State of Wiltshire debate each year.
Young people across the county have developed their own mechanisms for taking part in decision making. Through Children and Young People Issue Groups (CAYPIGS), and supported by Wiltshire Council’s Voice and Influence Team and Youth Development Team, they have influenced the Council’s agenda for young people.  Wiltshire Youth Assembly is already in place and there are local ambitions for a Youth Council or Youth Mayor. The Salisbury CAYPIG has also helped to develop voting systems for making decisions about their allocation of the Wiltshire Young People’s Opportunities Fund (WYPOF) and Capital Fund, worth some £400,000 across the county last year. 

Prior to Wiltshire’s unitary status (before April 2009), Salisbury District Council had its city area committee, whose responsibilities included planning. The South Wiltshire Strategic Alliance (SWSA), a partnership of the public, private, voluntary and community sectors in Salisbury and South Wiltshire was responsible for producing community plans in its area of responsibility and tracking issues from the community strategy.  The SWSA was disbanded in 2009.  Across the rest of the county, community area partnerships have been well established as the voice of the community, but not in South Wiltshire. Salisbury had no community area partnership (until April 2009), but was part of the South Wiltshire Strategic Alliance. 
Salisbury had access to its share of South Wiltshire’s SWAGs, area grants of up to £2,000 for community priorities and projects, such as kick-starting a drama group. Ward councillors would take part in these decisions (a minimum of three people would be needed for decisions) as a subcommittee of the cabinet, assessing written bids and drawing on advice from officers.  In addition, ward councillors in Salisbury City Area Committee could award community project funding through the District Council’s Discretionary Grant fund, something like a community chest, which had funds of approximately £23,000 (out of a total of £106,760 for the whole of the District) in 2008/9. Both of these funds were available three times a year for projects such as scout huts and allotments. In the last two years Salisbury has been the focus of considerable political tension, with shared political control and Officer Member relationships having been through a difficult period. There are some perceptions that decisions under the district were in effect in the hands of a handful of people. 

Area Boards

A number of ward councillors have been part of the Implementation Executive, charged with managing Wiltshire’s transition to unitary status. Forming a key element of its unitary bid, the new Wiltshire Council announced that Area Boards would give residents a stronger voice and opportunity to influence the way services are provided in their communities.  Under the new arrangements since September 2008 Salisbury city has had its own pilot Area Board, one of 13 pilots, which set out to test new ways of involving local residents in decision-making, including participatory budgeting.  The Area Board, whose meetings are open to the public, is a formally constituted arm of Wiltshire Council, with delegated authority to act as an executive arm of the council.  Other key organisations such as Wiltshire Police, Fire & Rescue Authority and Wiltshire Primary Care Trust are also members of the Area Board.

The Area Boards’ declared functions are 

· To provide a focus for community leadership, local influence and devolved decision-making, through councillors’ democratic mandate.
· To influence the allocation of resources and delivery of public services in the community area in order to pursue local priorities and issues (to include services provided by the town and parish councils as agents under contract to the council)
· To bring together key service providers and the local community into a coherent cycle, linked to budget and decision-making processes, where:

· current conditions and future priorities are considered in the round through an annual State of the Community Area debate

· priorities for action to address these issues are published in a Local Area Assessment

· Budget priorities are set and grants are awarded for local projects, including using participatory budgeting techniques, at an annual decision day event.

· persistent sticky issues are identified and failing services are held to account through local challenge

· To agree a framework for consultations carried out in the community area on behalf of the council (and, in the longer term, consultation carried out by other partners); also to provide feedback on major statutory consultations on behalf of the community area.
· To allocate core funding for the operation of the community area partnership and project funding for identified community priorities; to develop participatory budgeting processes and to be instrumental in supporting and developing funding applications to external bodies and funding streams.
· To provide excellent two-way communications for the community area about public service provision and to the council and cabinet about the implementation and effectiveness of policies.

· Membership in Salisbury includes 8 elected unitary councillors in the community area (the chair to be selected from and agreed by this group) plus one cabinet member of the unitary council. The board also has as standing members elected representatives from the town and parish councils in the community area and the chair of the community area partnership; and also invites representatives of the police, fire and health services at a senior decision-making level, as appropriate.
Alongside this, Salisbury has a newly established parish council, known as Salisbury City Council, which covers the eight wards which, with a small part of Laverstock, make up the Salisbury Community Area. The city council has only been in place since April 2009 but it has its own community engagement strategy and will seek, as its website announces, “to identify key issues that are important to the community and research and facilitate ways to successfully address them. This will be achieved by:

· Building relationships and understanding between voluntary, statutory and private sector key organisations and Salisbury City Council to develop and implement local projects

· Working with and developing strong local groups who tell us what they want and need

· Including local people in planning and decision making

· Helping public, private and voluntary groups to involve local people in what they do

With the advent of Area Boards and Community Area Partnerships, Salisbury City Council recognises the importance of working closely with these bodies to ensure the best possible services are delivered to the people of Salisbury and that local people can have a say in how local budgets are spent”.

Involvement in decision making

In general under the old arrangements, the overall number of people involved in decisions was relatively small.  Public attendance at district council meetings was modest, with the occasional exception of some meetings to decide key planning applications. Councillors made grant decisions on the basis of advice from their officers. 

Section 2: An introduction to PB in the area
2.1 Objectives
National objectives

Interviewees saw a good fit with national objectives in terms of addressing the national agenda for localism, empowering residents and giving people greater influence over local decisions.  There was recognition of the “national trend of increasing dissatisfaction with local authorities and local government arrangements which are perceived by the public as being bureaucratic” and Wiltshire was already part of a DCLG network of empowering authorities.
· Objectives for Citizens - the Area Board saw the benefits to undertaking PB, in respect of this project and target group, include supporting the ‘duty to involve’ enabling Wiltshire Council to comply with the provisions of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 in providing a process of citizen engagement. PB was regarded as a good way to test out the principle of involving young people as decision makers and of helping to tackle some of the current cynicism about politics, while encouraging a sense of personal responsibility.
· Objectives for Communities - one interviewee described this as the ‘government’s ethos of local delivery, managed locally, by local people’. A number of interviewees mentioned Wiltshire’s track record in looking for new ways to empower communities – developing “the whole resilience agenda about taking responsibility”.  The PB approach taken would enable a seldom heard group to speak out and help shape services.  Once the channels were open, they would be able to continue and develop their involvement in other ways.  One senior manager described the process as “involving service users that we would never see in decision making” There were some perceptions that to meet community development objectives one would need to target all the residents in a small geographical area rather than a target age group across the city, as Salisbury is doing in this current round. 
· Objectives for Decision-Making Local authorities will be able to devolve up to 5% of their budget for youth service to young people’s influence in 2010 and 2011. The government’s long term hope is that, by 2018, young people could actively shape decisions on 25% of local authorities’ budgets for positive activities. Testing the process of PB in this way could provide an insight into how this works in practice as young people were being invited to share their views and aspirations for community projects, chosen by them and funded by the Council. It would provide an opportunity to build on the CAYPIG’s learning.  The PB process would also give councillors (many of whom as county councillors had little involvement in very local issues) accountability in a new way that cast them is more of an enabling role, but with immediacy and openness.
The Area Board recognized the benefits of “involving the target group of young people and associated citizens, stakeholders, councillors, public sector representatives and local government officers working together toward a joint aim, and increasing the voice of the target group of young people in local decision making” .. “a group of people not traditionally engaged in budget and policy decisions”.  

Most interviewees were comfortable with the contribution that PB could make in involving local people in decision making, though councillors were not unanimous about the issues for representative, versus participative democracy.
· Improved Outcomes There was a general feeling that the activity would help to improve a variety of LAA outcomes beyond NIs 1-6: from helping young people dealing with disability to fulfil their potential, be engaged on positive activities (NI 110) and have better services for disabled people (NI 54) and helping a vulnerable group to stay safe and be treated with respect and dignity NIs 69 and 23).  The police interest in the scheme focussed on community safety and helping young disabled people to deal with bullying and feel safer. One of the young applicants said he wanted to be able to cope better when people shouted at him in the street and tried to steal his bicycle.
Local objectives

Rationale

PB has been introduced during a period of substantial administrative change: Wiltshire was in transition to unitary status: from one county and four district council authorities (of which Salisbury was one). Salisbury District Council, the authority covering the target area until 31 March 2009, no longer exists and the new pilot Area Board structure has been in operation in Salisbury since September 2008. Elections to the new unitary Wiltshire Council and parish (Salisbury City Council) did not take place until June 2009 and have resulted in a politically complex mix. Unitary Wiltshire is Conservative controlled while the Liberal Democrats have a narrow majority in Salisbury City Council.     
Wiltshire County Council made a priority of community empowerment. It was one of two councils in the South West to be part of the network of empowering authorities and recently won a Local Government Chronicle award for local leadership and development.  Unitary Wiltshire’s new governance arrangements for communities aim to give power and influence from the ‘top down’ where area boards will identify and consider local issues. Unlike under the old regime, it will be easy for individuals to bring forward issues to the Area Board. Progress and responses will be logged and tracked. Thus Area Boards will also be able to influence policymaking from the ‘bottom up’.  

A fund of £1 million is distributed to area boards according to a formula, based on population, deprivation and sparsity statistics. This funding will be used to support local projects and the community area partnerships that will come to an agreement with the area board about what needs to be achieved in the community area, which includes the refresh of community area plans, for example, and developing more inclusive approaches to engagement. A further £2 million is available over two years from the local public service award and the area boards and community area partnerships can bid for funding for one-off projects that meet and further the ambitions of the local agreement for Wiltshire which have been agreed by the Wiltshire Assembly: resilient communities; affordable housing; lives not services; economic growth; communities that are, and feel, safe; natural environment and climate change, and working together.
Wiltshire’s piloting of Area Boards in the financial year 2008/09 across a number of Wiltshire’s community areas, including Salisbury, is part of a bigger picture of trying out new forms of governance and different ways of engaging local people and building social capital.   
PB was an extension of this piloting approach, the county having developed a strong interest in exploring PB. The pilot Salisbury Area Board’s chair and manager attended PBU events. The District’s discretionary grant fund, not universally in place across Wiltshire, offered a useful precedent and Officers and Members recognized the opportunity to develop a pilot and fund services that young people with disabilities said they wanted – and might not otherwise get.
Young people had long been a priority of the council and its partners, and disabled young people and young carers were perceived to be among the hardest to reach and most vulnerable groups.  Set alongside the PB machinery that young people had already developed in relation to the Wiltshire Opportunities Fund (WYPOF), and the experience of officers in supporting this process, targeting young people engaging with disability seemed the obvious way forward. 
The Salisbury pilot Area Board steering group formed the steering group for PB, but initially worked on the understanding that the likely funding pot would be of the order of £10-15,000, which would limit the scope to a relatively small, niche group of bidders.  In the event a total of £30,000 was found from the Contingency Fund as the discretionary funding had been used up, and an additional £20,000 from Home Office PB sources, but these sums were confirmed only a short while before the event, with no real scope to change the terms of engagement originally agreed when the funding had been in the order of £10-15,000.  
Objectives of PB projects
The projects receiving funding emerged from work with young people with or affected by a variety of disabilities, ranging from acute physical disability to autism and learning difficulties. The process sought to engage young people in decision making at all levels, particularly those who had hitherto found it hardest to get their voices heard. Some CAYPIG members who would not be bidding for funds became involved.  
Relationships
The PB approach is being tested by the Area Board for Salisbury, working in partnership with the Youth Development Service, Salisbury District Council, Wiltshire Police, and the Fire and Rescue Services. The event in March 2009, known as the Big Buy-In, was hosted by the Youth Development Service at a venue regularly used by some of the disabled people. 
Senior Involvement 
During the pilot phase of the PB process, it was specifically supported by Wiltshire County Council’s Chief Executive, and Director of Children & Families.  The Chief Executive attended the first presentation given by the PBU to the pilot Area Board, the presentation was designed to provide the Area Board members with a flavour of PB, what had been achieved elsewhere in the country and potential activity for Salisbury.   The Director of Children & Families attended most Area Board meetings where progress on PB was discussed and at the Big Buy-In Event held on the 21 March, 2009.  
The move to test PB in Salisbury was Member-led: the then Chair of the pilot Area Board, Councillor Paul Clegg, was the lead Area Board member for the PB process, with Carolyn Godfrey as the lead council Executive member, but illness prevented Cllr Clegg’s continued involvement. 
With the advent of Wiltshire Council and changes to senior management, responsibility for PB now lies with the Head of Community Governance. A second, but rather different PB pilot is in progress in another part of the Wiltshire, in Calne, where the PB approach (paid for out of a small pot of pre-unitary funding) is being applied to choosing options for a highway scheme. 
Discussions are continuing about how far it will be practicable to use and adapt or simplify PB for wider use in Wiltshire, for example: 

· whether it is best linked with the Area Boards or the non political Community Area Partnerships 

· whether it should be formally driven by issues raised in the Wiltshire Assembly, perhaps arranged across three geographical hubs

· whether the approach as piloted is too time consuming and makes too many demands on scarce resources. 
2.2 Basic characteristics

The PB budget was drawn initially from the District’s Discretionary Grant Fund, but supplemented at the last minute by £20,000 from the Home Office’s Participatory Budget Fund, which offered £20,000 to each of 24 authorities to pilot a variety of PB schemes with a broadly community safety dimension, provided they could begin by the end of March 2009.  

Around two years ago Wiltshire County Council had begun exploring the scope for introducing PB as part of its empowerment agenda. When the pilot area board was set up in September 2008 discussions began in earnest, a Project Manager was seconded in and the possibility of a small pot of funding emerged. 
Following the decision to undertake PB in Salisbury, the Area Board Chair and Project Manager attended a PBU conference which outlined good practice elsewhere in the country.  Enthusiastic feedback to the Area Board led to a decision to enlist the support of a consultant adviser to the PBU, whose first task was to give a presentation to members and provide guidance on PB methodology, including its values, principles and standards.  He provided one to one support to the Project Manager and helped to induct individuals to the process of PB. By November 2008 the focus of the PB project was narrowed down to the empowerment of young people, with the choices: 

· all young people across the city

· a specific target group of young people eg. at risk or housebound carers

· a neighbourhood group in a residential area
The Area Board rapidly reached consensus on ‘young people dealing with disability’ as an appropriate theme, given the expertise within the council and the groups with which the Youth Development Service was already working. It could include housebound young carers and would meet a need for which there was no shortage of evidence. PB would engage with a particularly hard to reach group of young people – those involved were aged 11-24.  The steering group had to tap into consultation processes already undertaken for this target group of young people, because of the short timeframe, and drew on information already collated through reviews of young people’s views of their needs in the Young People’s Plan. 
A steering group for PB was formed, primarily made up of stakeholders who were committed to the delivery of services to young people, including those involved in setting up the Youth Council in Salisbury. The PBU adviser worked with the Youth Service staff who would be leading the Big Buy In day, and for whom PB was a completely new and strange approach. Efforts were made to make the appropriate links to ensure it built on best practice and expertise already being delivered in the Youth Development Services and to build sustainability into the project.  For instance, youth development workers working within the PB project were also gaining insight into how best to engage young people in the Salisbury Area Board after July, 2009, from looking at how meetings are organised to how they might take part in public meetings.

Around November 2008 links were being made with the Children and Young People’s Plan, the Community Plan / LAA, Youth Opportunities Fund, Planning Section 106, and the PBU was encouraging the steering group to approach the following next steps:

· Securing budgets
· Identifying the target group

· Setting performance criteria

· Forming a planning group of young people

· Conducting risk assessments

· Putting a monitoring template in place

The steering group met on a number of occasions to agree a project plan and timescale for delivery and the PB event was planned for the 21 March, 2009, although precise funding was not agreed until shortly before the event. There had also been agreement to pilot PB in another part of Wiltshire (Calne) but this did not in the end proceed until much later. 

Home Office funding had been announced only in December 08/January 09 and was intended to help extend pilot initiatives which had a broad community safety focus, but which were ready to commit the funding to projects by 31 March 2009 - the Salisbury scheme was the only one in the Wiltshire command that was in a position to meet that requirement. Suddenly the pot had grown from £15,000 to £50,000, but with no time to broaden the focus.
So the project manager worked mainly with the Youth Development Service, who contacted key agencies across the city, including special schools working with disabled people, who were then supported in preparing project bids and presentations for the Big Buy in Event on 21 March. Contact was mainly through phone calls and letters, and young people’s website. The audience was an invited one, rather than making it open to all residents.  This was felt to be appropriate on this occasion, given the vulnerable groups involved. Each project group had its table, joined by appropriate support workers, a CAYPIG member and at least one local councillor and observer. 

There was no pre-sift of ideas. Each group made a presentation and all presentations were scored from 1-5 (1 = Poor and 5 = Very Good) on 

· value for money 

· evidence of how much it was needed 

· quality - whether it was considered a good project. 
Each section was scored out of 25 because each of the groups scored each other’s presentations. A number of councillors and observers, including from the Equalities and Diversities Unit, PBU, Police and Home Office attended, but reported that they followed the decisions taken by their table, rather than influencing the decisions. 

The six dimensions of PB
· Control – to what extent does the PB approach and process change the responsibility for the resource allocation decision making process?
Current:

The PB project involved vulnerable and/or disabled young people in the decision making process of allocating part of a local community budget.  This group had not had the opportunity to take part in this local democratic process before: often community grants were the province of those skilled in bid applications - “the usual suspects”. Rather than community projects authorised through the usual grants process and approved by Committee or Board, PB provided an opportunity for the target group to put forward ideas in a variety of ways, including play acting, presentations, displays for community projects identified by them to be important, that would benefit not only themselves but also their peers and to vote using set criteria, who should be successful.   

Future:

Following evaluation of PB, decisions will be made in terms of whether PB is expanded to other community areas in Wiltshire. For the individuals and groups involved in this PB, they now have a voice and new channels of communication and influence, which the partners will be able to exploit to improve decision-making in Salisbury and more widely in Wiltshire.   
· Geography and governance 
Current:

As part of Wiltshire’s bid for unitary status and the development of new local governance arrangements in community areas in Wiltshire, it was agreed that PB would be tested through pilot Area Boards which act as the local strategic arm of Wiltshire Council with delegated powers to make local decisions and delegated community budgets.  Salisbury’s pilot Area Board (a partnership of district and county councillors, representatives from Police, Fire & Rescue, Health and Education and the Salisbury Community Area Partnership) agreed to test PB.  As PB was supported at both county and district level by senior management (chief executive, director and senior management level), and the target group was known to and in receiving services through the Youth Development Services, resultant resource allocation was not a problem.  Youth Development officers were put forward and they agreed to promote, support, facilitate the project/event and to work on capacity building with the young people prior to the event.

Future:

Following evaluation of PB, decisions will be made about whether and how PB is extended to other community areas in Wiltshire. 
· Targeted user groups/constituencies 
Current:

The target group ‘young people engaging with disabilities’ was chosen because:

· A recurrent issue in discussions at pilot Salisbury Area Board meetings was the needs of vulnerable young people - cutting across all agencies

· The timescale allocated to PB was short and therefore needed a focused approach in terms of targeting known service users, evidence of vulnerable young people known to ‘lose out’ in the allocation of resources, i.e., young carers

Future:

If PB is expanded, there is scope for other client groups be targeted, for example older people, or health issues such as type two diabetes or teenage pregnancy, responding to issues raised in forums such as the Wiltshire Assembly or the Community Area Partnership. In Calne, another community area of Wiltshire, a PB approach is being used to choose a solution to a local Highways problem.
· Source of funds allocated for PB 
Financial resources to fund PB projects were allocated via community funding from the then Salisbury District Council (all District Councils are now defunct) of £30,000 and by Wiltshire Police bid to the Home Office PB pilot scheme of £20,000.  
Future:

There is a general commitment in the Area Board Handbook as follows: “The community area managers have developed a grants scheme to help Area Boards spend funds on priority projects within the area. The Community Area Grants Scheme will be linked to the community area plan, produced by the community area partnership working with the wider community. The community area managers will supervise the running and monitoring of the Community Area Grants Scheme with advice and support from the grants officer and their administration team. The Area Boards will expect those applying for grants to match the funds given either with their own money or ‘in kind’. The Area Boards will be encouraged to use what is called ‘participatory budgeting’ where possible” ... and “to be instrumental in supporting and developing funding applications to external bodies and funding streams”.
	Table 2-1: Sources of funding to be allocated by PB


	
	Yes/No
	£

	Service specific budgets

	Police services from Home Office PB budget- “Police and People in Partnership”
	Yes
	£20,000

	Former Salisbury District Council’s contingency fund
	Yes
	£30,000


· Scale of resources allocated by PB 
The scale of funding was almost accidental, partly because of the confusion surrounding Salisbury’s transition to unitary status. Technically the district council’s funds belonged to the financial year ending 31st March 2009 because of the ending of the district councils and the Home office monies required decisions before the end of March 2009. 
But the transitional arrangements and changes to financial systems made it physically very difficult to transfer the funds – indeed some were not successfully transferred until September 2009. There was a constraint on the Home Office funding: it was to “support the use of participatory budgeting within community safety”, but community safety was subject to fairly broad interpretation.
	Table 2-2 Scale of resources allocated by PB

	Current financial year (£000s)
	£0

	Total budget to date (£000s) i.e. current plus previous year’s funding
	£50,000

	Total lifetime budget (including to date and forecast) (£000s) and period to which this relates (2008-9)
	£50,000

	
	£50,000


Each Area Board in Wiltshire has been allocated a community budget which is to be spent on community projects.   For the financial year 2009/10, Salisbury Area Board’s community budget is £58,685. So far, this budget is being allocated to organisations and community groups through its Community Area Grants process.  A decision has yet to be made on whether part of the sum should be decided through PB.
· Mechanisms for allocating PB resources  
Decisions were made at a single Big Buy-In day at which the groups of young people and their carers (with councillors, CAYPIG members and others attending) explained their project and then used a card voting system to vote on each other’s proposals. A number of people have commented that this method - with its immediacy and straightforwardness - was fitting for this group of young people. It may not have worked so well with a larger number of proposals.
Summary
The table below summarises Salisbury’s position against the six dimensions of PB.
	Table 2-3: Summary of assessment against the six dimensions of PB

	Dimension
	Situation before PB
	Current situation
	Expected position in 5 years

	Control
	Information – some county wide consultation eg of young people 
	Collective choice: participation of a group marginalised from decision making until now. Councillors more enabling. Vulnerable and/or disabled young people voting using set criteria. .   


	May be some elements of collective choice and service control. 

Decisions to be made about widening the scope of PB. 



	Geography and governance
	District wide discretionary grants
District wide


	(Community) Area Board wide. 

As part of Wiltshire’s bid for Unitary to test new local governance arrangements in Wiltshire. The pilot Salisbury Area Board agreed to test PB. One other has since started a pilot.
(Community) Area Board

Governance via Community Leadership & Governance Steering Group and pilot Salisbury Area Board members made up of County & district councillors,     

representatives from Police, Fire & Rescue, Health and Education and Salisbury Community Area Partnership) 


	Community Areas

The following will apply if PB approved to roll-out across Wiltshire: as part of new local governance arrangements in 20 community areas in Wiltshire, PB will be one mechanism of allocating funding via the Area Board community budget.

From July, 2009 governance through Area Boards made up of Unitary councillors, parish councillors, representatives from Police, Fire & Rescue, Health and Education and Community Area Partnerships.

	Target user groups/constituencies
	District Council Discretionary grants available to all
Allocation from WYPOF

SWAGs
	‘Young people engaging with disabilities’. 
In Calne the PB process is being used to tackle a highways problem, using funds recovered from unitary transition
Apart from PB, Community Area Grants now also available. 
WYPOF still available to young people.
Salisbury City Council community grants now also available (£20,000).
	If PB rolled out across Wiltshire, other client groups, eg older people/those with particular health conditions would be targeted as well as local residents. 
Process likely to be driven by local priorities raised in Area Boards/Wiltshire Assembly 



	Source of funding to PB
	NA
	£30k from Salisbury District Council, Wiltshire community fund and £20k via a Wiltshire Police Home Office bid.   
(Operational costs were met by Wiltshire County Council and Wiltshire Fire & Rescue Service, Salisbury Branch)


	If PB is approved for rollout, funding of PB might be met out of the Area Board community fund and/or matched funded elsewhere.   
Funding may also be met through mainstream budgets. No decisions yet taken.

	Scale of resources
	None by PB

£20,000-50,000 
including district discretionary grants SWAG and WYPOF 
	£50,000-100,000.

Some influence over some additional grants eg WYPOF
	Not yet identified, though Area Boards are being encouraged to consider using PB. 

	PB allocation mechanisms
	
	Mixed.

Each project was voted on and scored 1 – 5 using set criteria, i.e., value for money, evidence of need and quality.  
	Not yet clear, though interviewees agreed the format chosen suited the groups involved. 


Section 3: Inputs to the PB process
This section seeks to identify the resources that are being used to deliver PB in the study area. 
3.1 Non-financial inputs

In gathering information for this section there has been some difficulty because records have not been kept of the detailed breakdown of individuals’ time, nor how it has been split across preparation, one the day delivery and follow-up. There was in the end, no evaluation by participants at the end of the event, and only incomplete analysis of those attending the Big Buy In, in terms of precise age/gender etc breakdown, and follow up. This is partly due to overstretched resources at a time of considerable upheaval, and managers acknowledge that this is one of the learning points of the pilot.  

Non-financial inputs into the set-up phase

Resident involvement in the set up of PB includes: 23 young people putting together presentations either before the event or on the morning of the event assisted by 9 support workers.  Local authority staff includes senior management involvement, Area Board project management and Youth Service/Youth Development staff. 

Four councillors and the Police Inspector from the Area Board Implementation group/steering group were involved in discussions and induction from the PB Unit adviser. 

	Time spent on setting up PB


	Number of people involved
	Estimated total time invested in hours
	OR

Estimated no of days invested



	<<FY 2008/9>>

	Residents – 
	32 
	160
	

	Local Authority staff
	7
	264
	

	Councillors
	4
	29
	

	Housing Association staff
	n/a
	n/a
	

	NDC staff
	n/a
	n/a
	

	Members of voluntary organisations
	Staff
	0
	n/a
	

	
	Volunteers
	0
	n/a
	

	Other please specify – 1 Police Inspector 
	1
	10
	

	OR

	TOTAL
	44
	463
	


	Additional in-kind costs incurred in setting up PB
	£ 

	<<FY 2008-9>>

	Advertising and promotion (including newsletter and leaflet printing, website development, production of DVDs
	

	Venue hire and refreshments  
	£600

	Translation costs (including Plain English support)
	0

	Training support
	0

	Other consultancy costs (e.g. for facilitation)  
	£300

	Purchase of specialist equipment (e.g. electronic voting equipment)
	£100

	Other (please specify)
	

	OR

	Total estimated equivalent cost of in-kind contributions
	£1000


The PB event was held in a youth facility regularly used by some of the young disabled people for sport and other activities – and this was a factor in reducing the stress levels for some of the participants, who felt comfortable in a familiar environment. Borrowing the hall for a day did not represent a substantial extra real cost. Some of the figures in the table below are rough estimates. 

Comparative information for other community engagement initiatives is not available, and it is difficult to judge how much these costs would have been incurred anyway without the presence of PB, given that most of the individuals giving their time were already stretched with their everyday duties, working with young people, developing the area boards etc. Probably most of the time would have been spent on some form of engagement.  It is unlikely, however, that this particularly challenging group of young people would have been engaged in this way without the PB process. 
The process of PB was being tested in Salisbury as part of a wider initiative to find new ways of involving the public in spending local budgets, therefore, must be seen as a one-off project.   
	Time spent at the decision-making event  
	Number of people involved
	Estimated total time invested in hours
	OR

Estimated no of days invested



	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	Residents:  23 young people 
	23
	174
	

	Local Authority staff
	11
	100
	

	Councillors
	4
	14
	

	Housing Association staff
	n/a
	
	

	NDC staff
	n/a
	
	

	Members of voluntary organisations
	Staff
	
	
	

	
	Volunteers
	
	
	

	Other please specify: Police & Fire & Rescue 
	4
	16
	

	OR

	TOTAL
	42
	304
	


	Time spent on managing the ongoing PB process
	Number of people involved
	Estimated total time invested in hours
	OR

Estimated no of days invested



	<<2009-10>>

	Residents  (5 Projects @ 7 hours each = 35)
	5
	35
	

	Local Authority staff
	6
	67
	

	Councillors
	1
	4
	

	Housing Association staff
	n/a
	n/a
	

	NDC staff
	n/a
	n/a
	

	Members of voluntary organisations
	Staff
	
	
	

	
	Volunteers
	
	
	

	Other please specify:  Police
	1
	14
	

	OR

	TOTAL
	13
	120
	


These figures are estimates only up to 9 October, 2009. It is difficult to quantify how many man hours have been spent by the successful projects in managing the ongoing PB process and the above is a rough estimate which includes managing the finance, purchase of equipment, letters and action plans required.  Stretched management resources have made monitoring difficult.  
	Additional in-kind costs incurred during the delivery of the ongoing PB process
	£ 

	<<2009-10>>

	Advertising and promotion (including newsletter and leaflet printing, website development, production of DVDs)
	n/a

	Venue hire and refreshments
	n/a

	Translation costs (including Plain English support)
	n/a

	Training support
	n/a

	Other consultancy costs (e.g. for facilitation)
	n/a

	Purchase of specialist equipment (e.g. electronic voting equipment)
	n/a

	Other (please specify)
	n/a

	OR

	Total estimated equivalent cost of in-kind contributions
	n/a


Given that with one possible exception (the scout minibus) the projects are unlikely to have got to the bid stage without PB, it is difficult to speculate on involvement in other activities. As we have indicated, this was part of a range of experimental approaches for community engagement under the new governance arrangements. It is unlikely, however, that the Police’s time input would have been as strong without PB. 
	If PB had not been in place how many of the people identified as contributing time to the ongoing process, would have been involved in other forms of engagement activities? And how much of their time would have been incurred anyway?

	
	Number of people involved
	Estimated total time invested in hours
	OR

Estimated no of days invested



	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	Residents
	
	
	

	Local Authority staff
	
	
	

	Councillors
	
	
	

	Housing Association staff
	
	
	

	NDC staff
	
	
	

	Members of voluntary organisations
	Staff
	
	
	

	
	Volunteers
	
	
	

	Other please specify 
	
	
	

	OR

	TOTAL
	
	
	


	If PB had not been in place what value of in-kind inputs on community engagement would have been incurred anyway?
	£ 
	%

	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	Advertising and promotion (including newsletter and leaflet printing, website development, production of DVDs)
	
	

	Venue hire and refreshments
	
	

	Translation costs (including Plain English support)
	
	

	Training support
	
	

	Other consultancy costs (e.g. for facilitation)
	
	

	Purchase of specialist equipment (e.g. electronic voting equipment)
	
	

	Other (please specify)
	
	

	OR

	Total cost
	
	


The table above is impossible to complete in the context of the many other initiatives to engage community and the many structural and institutional changes underway in Salisbury and Wiltshire more generally.  We can only speculate that most of the in-kind inputs would probably have been devoted to some aspect of community engagement effort.
3.2 Financial inputs
This sub-section identifies, where possible, the financial resources that have been required to set-up and then deliver PB.

Financial inputs into the set-up phase

The sub-section attempts to answer the question: how much did the set-up phase cost in cash terms? And provide a breakdown of how the money was spent. Records of time spent setting up PB were not kept, so the overall costs remain unknown, but were contained within existing resources.
	Costs incurred in setting up PB
	£ 

	<<FY 2008-9>>

	Residents
	0.00

	Local Authority staff
	0.00

	Councillors
	0.00

	Housing Association staff
	0.00

	NDC staff
	0.00

	Members of voluntary organisations
	Staff
	0.00

	
	Volunteers
	0.00

	Venue hire and refreshments (refreshments on the day)
	190.00

	Translation costs (including Plain English support)
	0.00

	Training support
	0.00

	Other consultancy costs (PB Unit support)
	2,693.09

	Advertising and promotion (DVD + Photographs)
	2,300.00

	Other (please specify)
	0.00

	OR

	Total cost
	5,183.09


The consultancy support was specifically bought in to introduce and develop PB techniques and would not otherwise have been incurred, nor would the DVD and photographic costs, which were commissioned specifically to disseminate the good practice.  Copies of the film are available to councillors and Area Boards wanting to find out more about PB. Refreshments for the PB event were funded by the Salisbury Fire & Rescue, who were partners on the Area Board. 
	If PB had not been in place what % of expenditure on set-up costs would have been incurred anyway?
	£ 
	%

	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	Residents
	
	

	Local Authority staff
	
	

	Councillors
	
	

	Housing Association staff
	
	

	NDC staff
	
	

	Members of voluntary organisations
	Staff
	
	

	
	Volunteers
	
	

	Advertising and promotion (including newsletter and leaflet printing, website development, production of DVDs)
	
	

	Venue hire and refreshments
	
	0%

	Translation costs (including Plain English support)
	
	

	Training support
	
	

	Other consultancy costs (e.g. for facilitation)
	
	0%

	Purchase of specialist equipment (e.g. electronic voting equipment)
	
	0%

	Other (please specify)
	
	0%

	OR

	Total cost
	
	0%


Financial inputs into the on-going running costs of PB

It is difficult to be categorical about ongoing costs (financial and non financial), given that this is a pilot and that projects receiving PB funding have so far had little time to develop, but no cash costs are identifiable at present. 

It is also difficult to make judgements about whether current resources have been adequate to the task, given the early stage of area boards and their development and the many other demands on staff time – buying in additional manpower may have left people feeling less stretched and ensured that the relevant evaluation and monitoring were carried out, but there has been little time to put such things in place.  

Section 4: PB process and activities
This section looks specifically at the process or processes followed to facilitate PB in an area. It aims to help the reader understand how PB was operated in the area and how it relates to wider decision -making in the local authority.
4.1 Process set up

The PB initiative builds on experience with the previous discretionary grants (which disappeared with the move to unitary status) and the Salisbury CAYPIG’s ongoing experience of evaluating and approving Opportunities Fund bids to meet DCSF/GOSW criteria. PB is now an integral part of the Salisbury Area Board pilot.  
Wiltshire Council had been enthusiastic about piloting PB and the new Area Board shared that, particularly after hearing PBU presentations about experience elsewhere. Councillors of all political persuasions were positive about the pilot and supportive on the day.
To prepare the ground, Area Board members were given a presentation by the PB Unit adviser, and film footage of events in other areas has been persuasive.  By November 2008 the project manager had prepared key decision makers to a state of readiness, and secured the promise of a budget. Area Board members and officers took opportunities to brief colleagues about what was happening, and a report to cabinet in January 2009 included a project plan.  
External support came from the PBU’s South West based adviser, who provided training to the project manager, access for her and the Area Board Chair to events, one to one discussion with various partners and general mentoring support. Total time input was around 4-4.5 days. 
The outreach and organization was conducted through an experienced ‘Voice and Influence’ and Youth Development team which needed induction to the principles of PB, but was already familiar with the client group and needed no further training.  
4.2 Governance arrangements

Who is involved?

The PB process was open to young people under the age of 24 who were affected by disability across Salisbury city, including young carers. Six CAYPIG members also took part in the decision making on the day, the short notice (for a Saturday afternoon gathering) reducing the overall turnout. 
Contact with the disabled people was mainly made through those organisations already supporting them, although the time constraints and school holidays may have reduced the capacity to reach people through mainstream schools, foster carers etc. Working through the partner agencies was acknowledged to be the best approach in such a short time frame, although when additional funds became available there was some feeling that, if only there had been more time, it could usefully have been broadened out to include a wider range of young people and proposals. 
The young people had some explanation of what the exercise was about (it has since been acknowledged that more of this might have been useful) and some time ahead of the event to prepare and practise their presentations. 
On the day the young people and their support workers attended. Councillors and other officers were encouraged to support the event, and a number did, but stood back from influencing the decisions of the young people.  Voting decisions were made table/group by table/group, using a card system which scored from 1 to 5 against three criteria (value for money, evidence of how much it was needed and whether it was considered a good project). 
As indicated earlier, the lack of analysis at the time (and lack of resources to chase details) has left the tables below incomplete.

	 Table 4.1: Type of participants
	
	

	2009

	
	Yes/No
	No of people

	Residents
	yes
	23 (disabled young people/young carers/CAYPIG members)

	Local Authority staff
	yes
	11

	Councillors
	yes
	4

	Housing Association staff
	no
	

	NDC staff
	no
	

	Members of voluntary organisations
	Staff
	yes
	3

	
	Volunteers
	no
	

	Other, please specify: Police, Fire & Rescue
	yes
	4

	Total no of participants
	                                     23 + 22 adults (+ film/photographers)


The analysis that was done only applied to the 23 young people present, many of them at school, special school or college, but their status was not recorded. 

	Table 4.2: Characteristics of participants

	2009

	
	
	%

	Gender
	Male   (14 out of 23)
	60.9%

	
	Female  (9 out of 23)
	39.13%

	Ethnicity
	White
	100%

	
	Mixed
	

	
	Asian or Asian British (Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Other)
	

	
	Black or Black British (Caribbean, African, Other)
	

	
	Chinese or Other group
	

	
	Total % from ethnic minority communities
	

	% disabled                                                   13 out of 23 disabled        
	56.5%

	Age range
	Under 18  - 
	} 
}  there were 23 Young People under 25

	
	19-24 yrs
	

	
	25-34 yrs
	

	
	35-44 yrs
	

	
	45-54 yrs
	

	
	55-64 yrs
	

	
	Over 65 yrs
	

	Employment status
	F/T
	

	
	P/T
	

	
	Self employed
	

	
	Unemployed
	

	
	Other
	


Those involved are broadly representative of the young people dealing with disability in Salisbury – as discussed, this is a relatively small but inconspicuous group, which the Area Board decided to target. 
Elected members have been involved through the Area Board and steering group, both from county and district.  All three main political parties have been active in their support and attended on the day. Representatives of all three parties have also endorsed the value of the PB pilot. 

The Scouts were among the organisations bringing forward and supporting bids, and the PBU is itself a charity.  
Alignment with wider decision making processes in the area
The PB process is closely linked to the Area Board pilot and will inform the expected rollout of PB approaches more widely in Wiltshire. CAYPIG development is regarded as close neighbour of PB, with scope to share many of the lessons.  
Monitoring and implementation

The PB process has been led by the Area Board’s steering group, and implemented through the project manager and her colleagues in the Youth Development and Youth Services part of the council.  Letters confirming payment were sent out in May and in two cases funding was only transferred in September, so much of the implementation is to be worked out in the year ahead, led by the Salisbury Community Area Manager.  
When the PB event over-ran there was not time to carry out an evaluation exercise with participants on the day. There was then an expectation that evaluations would be conducted with participants at a later date, but this has not yet happened and individuals’ memories have faded.  As part of this evaluation there was informal discussion with two of the young people whose projects are receiving PB funding and a number of the youth/support workers who had also been present on the day, and this has gone some way to supplementing or validating assertions made in this report. 

The organisations supporting the individual bids are expected to continue their support and the Youth Development Service will continue its ongoing work. The groups receiving support will report on their progress through presentations or reports to the Area Board. 

The Area Board will be accountable for ensuring that the results from the PB process are taken forward.  Wiltshire Council will be responsible for ensuring that the appropriate financial arrangements, audit etc are in place, as with other WYPOF and community grant funding.  As part of the ongoing monitoring process, all of the successful projects have been invited to attend Area Board meetings with the aim of updating Board members on progress as well as highlighting how PB funding has helped in making real change to specific services for this group of vulnerable young people. The first briefing will take place at the Salisbury Area Board on 3 December, 2009. No other specific monitoring requirements have been put in place. 

Alignment with wider decision making processes in the area 

The emerging intention is that Area Boards will each regularly have a pot of money for community use, some of which could be used for PB.  Salisbury Area Board, which expects it may be allocated around £78,000, hopes that its members from beyond the council will gradually be able to align their budget cycles. 
Decision-making culture of the organisation 
As discussed earlier, prior to the introduction of PB, Wiltshire Council had already taken steps to develop community empowerment and this was a central element in the bid for unitary status. Area Boards are designed to make it easier for individuals to raise issues and be heard, and for partners to develop innovative approaches to local issues.  
Bids for community grants had often been from organisations used to the process of making grant applications, but PB in Salisbury has opened up the way for bids that, as one interviewee put it, “would never have seen the light of day” – and from individuals who had not before had a voice in such processes. Now that the council has opened up these new channels of communication, it expects to be able to develop that participation further with this hardest to reach group. 
In some Area Boards residents have influenced decisions in new ways, for example, being asked for a show of hands to indicate support for some decisions.  At Elizabeth House (Changes project), the young people have started to use focus groups to decide how the youth support worker time could be best spent – for example, what skills the young people want to develop and what are the priorities for projects they will do together. This is a new form of participation to emerge from the PB process. 
4.3 Process delivery

‘Young people dealing with disability’ has been the only PB topic so far in Salisbury, although interviewees have also suggested funds for young people in general and a possible fund for older people, or focus on specific health issues. These have been identified as clear priorities in the community strategy and LAA and in the Children and Young People’s Plan. The Calne initiative is letting the community decide on options for a traffic routing system in the town centre.  
In Salisbury’s case there was no pre-selection of the bids, partly because of the overall number of bids under consideration against the total funds that were in the end available. Projects were scored on the basis of presentations, looking at evidence of need, value for money (viewed over a 12 month period) and the overall appeal of the project. Steering group discussion and the research and consultations that had informed the Children and Young People’s Plan were used to develop the PB focus. 
On the Big Buy In day groups gave a five minute presentation about their project and were scored from one to five, using numbered cards.  Each project table discussed its votes for the other projects (they could not vote for their own project) and then voted as a table against each of the three headings, as a table, with the adults adopting the decisions of their younger colleagues or opting not to vote. Because of over-runs and exhaustion there was not time to complete the evaluation/survey that had been planned. 
One interviewee remarked that the young people seemed to be more scrupulous in their assessments than adults might be. One suggested there may have been a little Eurovision-style tactical approach to voting on the part of one group. Another suggested that the young people tended to vote for things that they would like to do themselves. 
Local people will be involved in delivering the projects a number of ways, for example, in delivering youth work, in providing and supporting the café venue and club night facilities and management. The scout vehicle will be used by local volunteers to enable disabled young people to engage in a variety of Scouts activities. 
The Police were expecting to complete their own evaluation of PB, but are now relying on the Area Board’s and the national evaluation. The Home Office has held a conference to bring together experience in its 24 community safety PB pilots, and with the PBU, has produced a booklet outlining progress around the country. 

4.4. Barriers to implementing PB

Easily the most limiting factors in developing the PB pilot in Wiltshire were the timing and linked to that, funding uncertainties.  
While the move to unitary status presented opportunities, it also added to the pressures on staff and councillors and fuelled uncertainties about the availability and scale of funding, and the mechanics of delivering the funding. The project manager driving the PB process has also been grappling with the demands of supporting and facilitating the new Area Board, working with the new Community Area Partnership and City Council, amid changing council structures and roles – a great many new challenges to set alongside PB.  

It was already a challenge to stimulate and support bids from a fairly narrow group of young people within a short timeframe.  
· Because of the timeframe those involved think they may have missed opportunities to develop more radical projects and help the young people to be challenged on a wider range of issues. 
· It may also have meant that some local disabled people and carers were missed in the rush – perhaps including some of those who are in mainstream education or in foster care. 
· The short lead times made it difficult to work through schools. 
· The late addition of Home Office PB funding, while welcome, suggested that a wider range of bids could have been invited, but by then those involved agreed that it was not practicable to broaden the focus.  
· A longer lead time might also have enabled more CAYPIG members to take part.   
4.5 Critical success factors supporting the implementation of PB

Interviewees’ remarks suggest that the success factors fall under three main headings:

· The fact that piloting the PB pilot process enjoyed support across the political spectrum was important to its progress – councillors joined in and have reported that the process has improved their relationships with and understanding of local young people and the issues they face. The cross party support has been particularly important in the light of the changes to political control in June 2009. Senior managers have also been supportive. Many of those involved were moved by the young people’s presentations and surprised by the strength of their arguments.
· The existing expertise and activity in the Youth Development Service and the Council’s proven capacity to engage and support young people were key factors, especially considering the short lead times. Working with this established team was essential – as one interviewee remarked, it would not have been possible to start the process “cold” and achieve the results in time.  
· The project manager and her colleagues relied heavily on training and mentoring support from the PBU adviser, and their collective commitment to driving the process forward, building support, securing funding and overcoming obstacles made a significant difference. 
Section 5: Process outputs, outcomes and impacts
This section sets out what has been achieved in terms of improving the quality of decision-making with regard to setting spending priorities and allocating resources.

5.1 Process outputs
When the Area Board was discussing the focus of the project around November 2008, it decided first that the focus would be the empowerment of young people.  Decisions followed about whether it should concentrate on all young people across the city; a specific target group of young people e.g. at risk; housebound carers, or a neighbourhood group in a residential area. In the end the focus was decided: young people coping with disability. 
Proposals came forward from five or organisations for six projects:
· ‘Changes’- around £6,000 for a youth worker to run training sessions linked to Elizabeth House,  to help and advise disabled young people on coping strategies where they were suffering abuse and antisocial behaviour from other young people etc

· Scouts -  around £8,000 to complete the fundraising for a new minibus which would attract more disabled/housebound young people by having a wheelchair facility (their previous minibus had been vandalised)

· Club nights, to be known as “Go Bananas!” – around £3,000 for a bridging project to help disabled young people have a safe night out and increase their social skills – seed funding in partnership with a church and the neighbourhood policing team 

· Exeter House Special School – some £6,000 to refurbish a run-down fourteen year old sensory room facility and replace broken equipment for severely disabled young people 

· Café – around £4,000 for disabled young people to open and run a café which is normally closed on Mondays, thus gaining work experience, social skills and easing their transition to adulthood  

· Time Out - around £10,000 to help young carers (70% of whom are aged 5-12) with something positive to do away from their caring environment e.g. swimming lessons, knowing that the person they care for will be looked after in their absence.
When a £12,000 surplus emerged, the PBU Adviser gained the participants’ agreement to spend it on the ‘Young Adviser’ scheme so that Salisbury would have its own dedicated group of Young Advisors “to show community leaders and decision makers how to engage young people in community life, regeneration and renewal”. 

Time factors were the main constraint in broadening participation further.  The initial ‘niche’ target group was appropriate to the scale of funding likely to be available, however. 
While it is too soon to comment in full, participation does already seem to have increased in some respects among the target group and their parents. Providers and partners have also become more involved, and there is scope for further networking among the bidders and their clients, for example in attending the Go Bananas club nights (due to be launched on 29 November 2009), or broadening use of the Scout vehicle.   
Access issues were not a problem at the PB event, since it took place at a facility already used for part of the client group.  Childcare issues did not arise with the group.  The council’s Equalities and Diversities officer was present as an observer on 21st March.
5.2 Process outcomes

It is still too early to report in full on the projects.  However, four parents of disabled young people have already written to describe the powerful positive impact on their severely disabled children in terms of behaviour and self esteem.  
A range of young people and organisations have engaged and come forward to articulate ideas in a public area, in a way that had not happened before. 

For the café project all the six referrals are in place and two youth workers are doing food hygiene certificates. The Go Bananas club-nights are now all scheduled with the management support arrangements in place and a launch being planned. The fact that both of these initiatives are to take place outside the existing youth facilities is a new departure, and an important step in the transition to adulthood for such a vulnerable client group. 

Beneficiaries of the ‘Changes’ support have developed new skills to build their life skills and independence, for example developing money skills and volunteering, and selling items they had made (such as bird boxes and pegs) at a farmers market, learning photography, animation and  sport.
	Table 5.1: Process outcomes
	
	

	2009

	
	Yes/No
	Further explanation

	Improvements in the self-esteem and confidence of participants
	yes
	Already some parents have remarked on this. 
The immediacy of PB seems well suited to a young audience and having staff who knew the individuals helped them to fell more confident


	Increased influence on local decisions (relates to NI 4)
	yes
	· on young people, at least.  
· At Elizabeth House decisions about how some resources are allocated are now made in a focus group of young people.


	Increased understanding of the complexities of public budget setting and democratic structures 
	yes
	A little, but not yet widely – described by one as “a first taste”. One young interviewee said he had a better understanding now, but more time spent training the young people might have improved this. 
For one young man it was simple: “we got the money”.



	Improved understanding of the issues surrounding resource allocation
	yes
	To some extent (confirmed in discussion with young people).

	Improvements in the councillor-resident relationship
	yes
	Better understanding on the part of councillors – some reported being “pleasantly surprised” by the experience.  For some it was the Big Buy In day was clearly very moving.

	Improvements in the political efficacy, social capital and social cohesiveness of the community
	yes
	And it is expected to continue to do so now that this group has been engaged.  

Community empowerment is being encouraged in a variety of other ways beyond PB.
 

	Increased engagement from hard-to-reach groups
	yes
	This was a group of service users whose voice had not really been heard in the past. 

Their projects were unlikely to have been funded without PB and experience at Elizabeth House suggests that they are developing the confidence to join in the discussions about their city and community. Work will be needed to build on that engagement.


	Increased levels of community and voluntary sector involvement (relates to NI 3)
	Yes 
	Including the groups involved and the CAYPIG members. 
Some of the beneficiaries of the Changes funding are themselves choosing to take up voluntary work and are developing their money and other vocational skills and taking part in positive activities.


	Increased empowerment of Councillors
	yes
	..mainly.  One commented that “it’s what you’re in politics for, helping to empower communities”.  Another had some reservations, given a representative democracy. 


	Increased satisfaction with local services (relates to NI 5)
	yes
	It is hoped this will happen. The young people will get the things they say they want, and develop the confidence to engage with service providers.


	Increased community cohesion (relates to NI 1)
	yes
	It is hoped this will happen as the projects develop and there is greater understanding of disability issues for young people.


	Increased community capacity in an area
	yes
	..among the groups involved and on PB specifics.  While PB was not an easy concept for everyone to grasp, capacity has not been an issue for youth services, though more training may be needed to support other area boards.  


	Decisions are made in less time than in the past; more decisions taken using the same resources; better quality of decisions, such as fewer reversals of previous decisions
	yes
	A lot was achieved in a day – and its immediacy was attractive to many. 
There were some concerns that councillors might want to override the voting decisions, but these were unfounded.  


	Allocative efficiency e.g. reallocation of resources to better reflect the wishes of citizens
	yes
	The young people got agreement to the projects/services they wanted – none of the ideas were rejected and all could be funded.


	Distributive efficiency e.g. reallocation of resources in favour of those in greatest need
	Yes
	This priority group of young people had not before been able to express their own needs

	Have the costs of engaging local people in decision making increased or decreased as a result of the process?
	
	So far there have been no great additional costs – the PBU consultancy and the filming and photography, but there is now awareness that introducing PB can be time consuming. 


There is a stronger focus in Salisbury and Wiltshire more generally on public engagement than was the case a few years ago, triggered in part by central government.  Although the local political climate is broadly sympathetic there have been pressures towards PB and other forms of engagement from the centre (for example, the local government White Paper, the duty to involve, the empowerment White Paper). The PB experiment is one of the manifestations of Wiltshire’s current participative approach.  The experience of PB so far has encouraged the further development of participative approaches, although one interviewee questioned whether it was the best use of public money, especially in the light of such a small settlement from central government.
Councillors moved into a curious limbo around the elections in June 2009, although some were part of the implementation executive charged with managing the transition. A number of influential councillors were not elected to the unitary council, although one now has a prominent role within the parish council. 
In the main, councillors have been positive about their role with PB, seeing it in terms of enabling and leadership and “not being lady bountiful”, as one commented: each elected member brings their own prejudices and preferences. There was also a view that while the experiment was welcome, councillors were in the end elected to represent residents and were responsible for listening and taking decisions on their behalf. 
Under earlier discretionary grant programmes (as with the new Area Board), officers often briefed and made recommendations to Members.  The PB scheme bypassed this advisory process, and in this case there not even a pre-sift stage to ensure key criteria were met. So officers have had less control over the process: the role has been more one of facilitation. 
5.3 Process impacts 

	Table 5.2: Process impacts
	
	

	2009

	
	Yes/No
	Further explanation

	Improved Governance processes
	yes
	As part of a portfolio of options for Area Boards and  Community Area Partnerships

	Improved quality of life
	yes
	For the recipients of PB funding, eg the sensory room and young carers 

	Increased re-engagement with local democratic processes e.g. Increased turnout to local elections

	Difficult to say yet – intended to
	The process expects to kick-start the engagement of a relatively marginalised, hard to reach group of people. 

The long term broader impact is difficult to assess and to disentangle from Wiltshire’s other engagement initiatives. 


	Increased satisfaction with local services (relates to NI 5)
	Yes 
	Parents have already indicated this.  Too soon to say for some of the projects, though

	Increased community cohesion (relates to NI 1)
	yes
	Expects to reduce bullying and ASB and increase mutual understanding 

	Increased influence on local decisions (relates to NI 4)
	yes
	By the young people

	Wider changes to the way public service providers work with local communities to take budgeting decisions, e.g. greater use of PB across a wider range of services.
	yes
	Area Boards (involving a variety of public sector partners) expect to get funding some of which can be available for PB processes. Decisions on wider rollout still to be taken.
Home Office appears persuaded of the benefits.


Section 6: Projects/service improvement outputs, outcomes and impacts
This section looks at the results achieved by the activities and projects supported by funds allocated using the PB process. 
6.1 Project outputs, outcomes and impacts

If PB is to be seen as an effective means of allocating resources it needs to demonstrate what has been delivered by the projects and activities that have been funded. This section seeks to understand the projects supported by the PB process and the impact they have had on the area. Or, where the PB process involved setting budget priorities within services, how the provision of key services has changed and/or achieved outcomes that meet local concerns. 

Seven projects in total were awarded PB funding, all but one receiving less than £10,000. 

	Project summary

	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>
	<<2008/09>>
	<<yyyy>>
	<<yyyy>>

	Total no of projects
	7
	
	

	Total funding allocation
	£50,000
	
	


	Breakdown by project size 

	<<2008-9>>

	Size band
	Number of projects
	% of projects
	% of expenditure on projects in each size band

	£0 - £1000
	
	
	

	£1001 - £10,000
	6
	86%
	86%

	£10,000-£50,000
	1
	14%
	14%

	£50,000-£100,000
	
	
	

	£100,000+
	
	
	


	Breakdown by activity category

	<<2008-9>>

	Activity category
	Number of projects
	% of projects
	% of expenditure

	Housing, the environment and transport
	0
	
	

	Housing tenure/lettings/management
	0
	
	

	Housing maintenance
	0
	
	

	Maintenance of public spaces
	0
	
	

	Cleanliness of streets and public open space
	0
	
	

	Rubbish collection and recycling
	0
	
	

	Highways improvements (incl. road safety)
	0
	
	

	Public transport  (specially adapted mini-bus meeting access needs of disabled Scouts)  £8,000
	1
	14.29%
	16%

	Employment and skills
	
	
	

	Supporting people into work  (Café Project)  £4,000
	1
	14.29%
	8%

	Adult skills development 
	
	
	

	Education
	
	
	

	Pre-school provision
	
	
	

	Educational achievement of children (sensory room) £6,000
	1
	14.29%
	12%

	Parental involvement in children’s education
	
	
	

	Children’s attendance at school
	
	
	

	Young people ‘staying on’ in education beyond age 16 (Changes) £6,513
	1
	14.29%
	13%

	Adult use of educational facilities
	
	
	

	Health
	
	
	

	Healthy lifestyle improvements (including sexual health) (Time out) £9,850
	1
	14.29%
	19.7%

	Drug and alcohol advice and support
	
	
	

	Primary care services
	
	
	

	Mental health services
	
	
	

	Crime and anti-social behaviour
	
	
	

	Crime prevention
	
	
	

	Crime reduction
	
	
	

	Anti-social behaviour  (Night Club project)  £3,4k
	1
	14.29%
	6.8%

	Other (please specify and add further rows if needed)
	
	
	

	Community Engagement  (Young Advisers Scheme £12,247
	1
	14.29%
	24.5%


To some extent all projects had an implicit tackling crime and antisocial behaviour dimension, making vulnerable young people feel safer by providing a safer environment, helping them with coping strategies and life skills. 
The projects are unlikely to have been developed other than through PB, with the exception of the minibus, for which gap funding was needed (money which would eventually have been raised by the Scouts). Most of the projects are still at too early a stage to note many outputs, however.  

	
	Project 1
	Project 2
	Project 3
	Project 4
	Project 5
	Project 6
	Project 7

	PROJECT TITLE
	Sensory Room
	Time Out - Carers
	Go Bananas 

Night Club project
	Café Project
	Young Advisers
	Mini-bus
	Changes- Elizabeth House

	THEME/PROJECT TYPE (principal type only)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Housing, env & transport
	
	
	
	
	
	yes
	

	Employment and business
	
	
	
	yes
	
	
	

	Education
	yes
	
	
	
	
	
	yes

	Health
	
	yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Crime and anti-social behaviour
	
	
	yes
	
	yes
	
	

	FUNDING ALLOCATED TO THE PROJECT (£s)
	£5,989.20
	£9,850.00
	£3,400.00
	£4,000.00
	£12,247.36
	£8,000.00
	£6,513.44

	BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ACTIVITY
	To re-equip a sensory room for severely disabled children
	To support 20 young carers who face barriers due to their caring responsibilities
	To enable vulnerable young people to enjoy a safe night out once a month in a local nightclub

	To provide training opportunities and work experience in a local Café  for young adults
	To set up and develop a YA Scheme with the aim of training young people to become regeneration consultants 
	Toward the cost of a specially adapted mini-bus which will accommodate access needs of disabled Scouts
	To provide a youth support worker who will support young people in the transition from childhood to adulthood

	TIMESCALE FOR PROJECT DELIVERY

START all are notionally for a year (in practice, from launch)
FINISH
	1 April, 2009 - ongoing
	1 April, 2009 - ongoing
	1 April, 2009 – ongoing 
	1 April, 2009 - ongoing
	1 April, 2009 - ongoing
	1 April, 2009 – ongoing


	1 April, 2009 - ongoing

	OUTPUTS FROM PROJECT ACTIVITY
	A fully equipped sensory room
	Difficult to quantify at the present time
	Launch of Night Club project November 29th, 2009
	Launch of Café project November, 2009?
	Not known at present
	Purchase of mini-bus
	A variety of sports, cultural and life skills activities happening

	Number of people benefiting from the project
	Not known
	20 young carers
	Will be targeting 50 14-25 year olds
	Six young people have been referred and two youth workers are being trained to support the activity
	Not known at present
	Not known at present
	Up to 30 young people benefiting 

	Other outputs (please specify below)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Project 1
	Project 2
	Project 3
	Project 4
	Project 5
	Project 6
	Project 7

	PROJECT TITLE
	Sensory Room
	Time Out
	Night Club Project
	Café Project
	Young Advisers Scheme
	Mini-bus
	Changes

	In the absence of PB…
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a) The project would have happened in the same form, at the same time (tick)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	b) Some of the outputs might have been delivered (tick)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	If so, what % of outputs would have been delivered anyway
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	c) The project would have been delivered later (tick)
	
	
	
	
	
	√
	

	If so, how much later? (months)
	Mths
	Mths
	Mths
	Mths
	Mths
	Mths
	Mths

	d) The project would have been delivered to a lower quality (e.g. not so well targeted) (tick)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	If so, how would the quality have suffered (please describe)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e) The project would not have happened at all without PB (tick)
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	
	√


Improvements in outcomes for the target area/group
We cannot make judgements about this as yet: some groups have only very recently received their funding, and in some cases the outcomes themselves will still be some way off, so the table cannot be completed. The expectation is that the projects will bring improved outcomes including improvements to public spaces (through young advisers), skills and economic inactivity rates, staying on in education, healthy lifestyles and better mental health and antisocial behaviour. 
	Have the PB-influenced projects led to an improvement in any of the following outcomes for the target area/group?

	<<2009-10 onwards>>

	
	0 

Not relevant
	1

No effect
	2
	3
	4
	5

Significant effects

	Housing, the environment and transport

	Improved housing affordability
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved stock management
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved housing maintenance
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved maintenance of public spaces
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced fly-tipping/rubbish/litter in public spaces
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced waste to landfill and increased recycling
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	More balanced tenure profile
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved road safety
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved public transport
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Worklessness

	Reduction in registered unemployed (claiming JSA)
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction in workless households
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction in economic inactivity
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Increase in resident skills
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Education

	Improved educational achievement
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased parental involvement in children’s education
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Decrease in exclusions from school
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improvement in children’s attendance at school
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Increase in young people ‘staying on’ in education beyond age 16
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Increase in adult use of educational facilities
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased use of pre-school provision for young children
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased numbers entering Higher Education
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Health

	Healthy lifestyle improvements
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Sexual health and teenage pregnancy improvements
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved access to health services
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction in drug users
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved take-up of drugs services
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved mental health outcomes
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Crime and anti-social behaviour
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced levels of crime
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced levels of anti-social behaviour
	0
	
	
	
	
	


Links with the Local Area Agreement 

The Wiltshire Local Area Agreement 2007-10 defined a number of objectives in order to achieve the Wiltshire Vision, including: “to ensure every citizen can access public information, services and decision-making in our area regardless of their individual economic status, disability, ethnic origin, age, gender or location.”.  

The main body of the LAA makes a number of specific references that are relevant to the activity supported by PB, including the following:

“Increasing opportunities for disabled children and young people in Wiltshire to achieve their full potential”

“Children and young people who are disabled or who have complex health needs should receive coordinated, high quality and family-centred services which are based on assessed needs, which promote social inclusion and, where possible, which enable them and their families to live ordinary lives. This outcome includes support for access to specialist services, transition to adult services and improved access to public services”.

The “duty to safeguard children and young people: in recent years, levels of challenging behaviour from children and young people have gone up, as well as a marked increase of stress, depression, anxiety, and self harm. This outcome includes support for child protection, emotional well-being, school attendance, anti-bullying and teenage pregnancy”.

Promoting “educational attainment, accessibility to Lifelong Learning and ensure the improvements of the skills base in the workforce”

Also “it is important for all children and young people to be well equipped to get the best out of life and be able to make a positive contribution. This outcome supports children to learn and achieve from pre-school through to 19 years old, including addressing additional needs such as special educational needs. It aims to improve educational achievement at foundation stage and key stages 1 - 4, promote positive activities for young people and to reduce the proportions of 16-18 year olds not in education, employment or training”
Improving “preparation and planning for transition to adult services for young people with severe and complex disabilities”

“Increasing the numbers of disabled young people 16-19 who are in education, training or employment”.

Gathering “information from all statutory partners about what they do to reduce bullying; Audit occurrences of bullying by type; Map bullying hot spots; Support schools with developing an effective anti-bullying policy with efficient procedures in place to readily identify and prevent bullying; Liaise with children and young people to get their ideas and views for promoting anti-bullying; Explore Investors in Families; Develop common language and understanding of bullying; Explore ways in which environments could be improved to prevent bullying; Promote the tackling of bystander behaviour to de-escalate situations; Disseminate good practice in resilience and coping strategies when bullying occurs”..  

“Access to services and facilities for those without access to private transport .. Support and develop community and voluntary transport to meet an increasing range of access needs, that cannot be met cost effectively by conventional public transport, through increasing the coverage and capacity of car schemes, community minibuses etc. and by developing community transport hub”
	Do any of these outcomes form part of your Local Area Agreement targets?

	2007-10

	Yes
	yes

	No
	

	Don’t know
	


While there has so far been no explicit link with LAA outcomes, and no recognition of LAA links among interviewees, this is something the Area Board expects to begin addressing with its partners in the near future. Already the activity being supported through PB can help to address a variety of National Indicators, including: 
N1 4   Percentage of people who feel they can influence decisions through their locality

N1 110 Young people’s participation in positive activities

N1 135 Carers assessments and services

NI 17 Perceptions of anti-social behaviour

NI 195 Improved street and environmental cleanliness (levels of graffiti, litter)

NI 6 Participation in regular volunteering.
NI 50 Emotional health of children (PSA 12)
NI 141 Number of vulnerable people achieving independent living (CLG DSO)
NI 142 Number of vulnerable people who are supported to maintain

independent living (PSA 17)
NI 146 Adults with learning disabilities in employment (PSA 16)
and others under ‘Enjoy and Achieve’.
6.2 Service improvement outputs, outcomes and impacts

· It is very early in the lifetime of the process to say a great deal about how successful PB has been in achieving particular service improvements. But some progress has been made and below we note some likely improvements. 
	Objectives of the service improvements which have come about as a result of the PB process

	2009

	To increase responsiveness of public services
	To provide services that young disabled people and carers want and engage this group in influencing service delivery

	Improve the quality of services
	Through the minibus and  sensory room learning and teaching
Young advisors scheme is about young people  identifying things that need to be done for example CAYPIG members volunteering for local cleanups and litter-picks, but this has not yet begun

	Increase the frequency of services
	

	Change the way services are accessed
	Activities at Elizabeth House are being shaped by the client group
Vulnerable people will be accessing leisure activities in an outside but safe environment.  

	Provide new facilities or services
	The Minibus and sensory room provide new/upgraded facilities/services


Again, it is very early to make judgements about many changes to the delivery of services. The youth service will be able to offer facilities activities outside the youth facilities but in a safe environment, which represents a change.  The young adviser project offers scope to bring a new dimension to regeneration and other services, but has not yet got underway. 
	Change in the delivery of services funded through PB-managed expenditure

	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	Service
	Yes change began in dd/mm/yy
	Too soon to say
	No and none expected
	Process not started yet

	Local Authority – Leisure services (play/sport/culture/libraries)
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Youth services
	
	Café training project and club night
	
	

	Local Authority – Social services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Education services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Regeneration services
	 
	Young advisor ideas 
	
	

	Local Authority – Environmental services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Housing services
	
	
	
	

	Police services
	
	
	
	

	Primary Care Trust services (including local GPs)
	
	
	
	

	Further/Adult Education
	
	
	
	

	Registered Social Landlords/Housing Association services
	
	
	
	

	Public Transport services
	
	
	
	

	Other, please specify
	
	No and none expected
	
	


It is too soon to talk of service changes that have already happened as result of PB, although changes are expected. 

	Form of changes taking place as a result of PB-managed expenditure

	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	Service
	Increased frequency – please specify baseline and current position
	Enhanced quality– please specify baseline and current position
	Changes to the way services are delivered – please specify baseline and current position
	Other  please specify

	Local Authority – Leisure services (play/sport/culture/libraries)
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Youth services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Social services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Education services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Regeneration services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Environmental services
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Housing services
	
	
	
	

	Police services
	
	
	
	

	Primary Care Trust services (including local GPs)
	
	
	
	

	Further/Adult Education
	
	
	
	

	Registered Social Landlords/Housing Association services
	
	
	
	

	Public Transport services
	
	
	
	

	Other, please specify
	
	
	
	


It is too soon to make judgements about service improvements, although already the youth development service has started to find new ways of working with young disabled people using PB. Some individuals had been nervous at first but the PB approach seems to have won them over.

	Extent to which there has been a PB-influenced improvement to services

	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	
	N/A
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Local Authority – Leisure services (play/sport/culture/libraries)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Youth services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Social services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Education services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Regeneration services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Environmental services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Authority – Housing services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Police services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Primary Care Trust services (including local GPs)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Further/Adult Education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Registered Social Landlords/Housing Association services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public Transport services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Extent to which service improvements would have been secured in the absence of PB

	<<Financial year of reference or timeframe>>

	They would have happened anyway without PB
	

	Some of them would have happened, but not all
	

	
If so, which service improvements would have occurred without PB (please specify)


	Only the minibus would have happened (and some time later) without PB  

	They would have happened later without PB 
	

	
If so, how much later? (months)
	

	None of them would have happened without PB
	


The project is leading to improvements in outcomes as we have discussed earlier. Interviews have suggested that without PB the young people would have lacked the confidence to apply for funding for their ideas.  Their aspirations are being raised through the life and vocational skills training they are starting to receive and young carers are getting some space and support to consider their own development beyond their caring responsibilities. Those using the sensory room will have a chance of improved health and wellbeing outcomes.  
	Extent to which service improvements would have been secured in the absence of PB

	2009

	
	N/A
	1

No effect
	2
	3
	4
	5

Significant effects

	Housing and the environment

	Improved housing affordability
	n/a
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved stock management
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved housing maintenance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved maintenance of public spaces
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced fly-tipping/rubbish/litter in public spaces
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced waste to landfill and increased recycling
	
	
	
	
	
	

	More balanced tenure profile
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Worklessness

	Reduction in registered unemployed (claiming JSA)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction in workless households
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction in economic inactivity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increase in resident skills
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education

	Improved educational achievement
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased parental involvement in children’s education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Decrease in exclusions from school
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improvement in children’s attendance at school
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increase in young people ‘staying on’ in education beyond age 16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increase in adult use of educational facilities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased use of pre-school provision for young children
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased numbers entering Higher Education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Health

	Healthy lifestyle improvements
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sexual health and teenage pregnancy improvements
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved access to health services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction in drug users
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved take-up of drugs services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved mental health outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Crime and anti-social behaviour

	Reduced levels of crime
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced levels of anti-social behaviour
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section 7: Summary and Conclusions

7.1 Progress to date
This is Wiltshire’s first experience of PB, beyond the participatory work of young people in deciding how the Opportunities Fund (WYPOF) monies are spent. PB has been a feature of piloting Salisbury Area Board and is one of a number of approaches being tested out in Wiltshire under new and emerging governance arrangements. Wiltshire has been at the leading edge of community empowerment and leadership, taking part in the regional empowerment network and recently winning a Local Government Chronicle award. 
The move towards unitary status has helped to initiate PB activity but also added to the pressures and uncertainties. Elements that have worked well include the senior management backing; the political support which came from all sides and the effective partnership work both within the councils (youth and community services) and more widely within the Area Board (with the Police and Fire and Rescue services). Exploiting existing relationships with the target group was an effective way of achieving the required quick results. The availability of Home Office pilot funding meant that all bids could comfortably be accommodated within the total budget, which avoided the need for tough choices with this vulnerable group.  Any applicants failing to score highly enough would have been supported to develop their bid and find funding elsewhere, however. 
The event itself was enjoyable for all, if tiring. A Home Office observer reported that: 
“the event generated a lot of stimulation for some severely disabled young people and excitement for everyone else. It delivered a greater understanding of the needs of young people and allowed them to produce sound ideas of how their community could be improved and made safer. While the event was not open to the public at large, it nevertheless gave local youngsters the final say on spending some public money in an open and transparent way. 

Incidental benefits included increased awareness of what others in the community were doing while young people saw first-hand how budgetary and democratic processes work. Initial feedback from everyone was very positive.  I’m sure the event succeeded on a number of fronts, including greater social cohesion, helping to build a safer and stronger community and generally improving the quality of life of many, particularly vulnerable young people living in Salisbury”.

Comments suggest that there were no significant problems beyond the time pressures (which limited the scope to involve a wider range of participants) and the many demands on key personnel during a period of administrative upheaval and political uncertainty.  Local media coverage of the event was modest, partly, it was reported, because of a generally hostile local press. In the general rush, some media opportunities to stimulate public interest may have been missed, but a DVD of the event is now available to share with partners other area boards and the public. 

Feedback suggests there may be scope to encourage a slightly more participative, deliberative process, and the scoring system, described as “quick and dirty”, was fitting for this first attempt, but might need to be refined for future, probably larger events. The immediacy of this voting process was well suited to the young audience. 
It is unfortunate that the opportunity to evaluate the day was missed – along with capturing full data on the participants. But there is a broader question about precisely what impact PB is intended to have, for example, on community engagement, empowerment and service delivery that the rushed process failed to address.  This is reflected in the difficulty we had addressing a number of the tables in this study. For a number of the tables it is too soon to judge the impact and outcomes of the PB scheme, but perhaps more thought is needed about what outcomes and impacts it is realistic to expect, how that will be measured and whether systems are in place to measure progress. How will outcomes contribute to LAA targets?
The groups may need support to implement their projects and meet appropriate monitoring requirements. There is no reason to suppose the PB activities will not achieve their objectives: the signs are very promising.   
7.2 Lessons learnt
Salisbury’s experience has shown the potential for PB to help address some of the difficult cross cutting issues that have recently hit news headlines (such as the safety of vulnerable young people) through partnership in area boards and thus to address LAA priorities.  

The main practical lessons concern the timing issues: everything had to be done in such a short timeframe that opportunities were missed and there was not time to adapt the target to make the best use of extended funding.  Timing constraints also limited the ambition of the projects themselves – they could perhaps have been more radical, and might have asked for money. Those involved now have a better feel for what is reasonable to expect and would be better prepared with contingencies.

Lessons identified by the project manager include the need to: 

· Share the vision

· Give yourself time

· Identify and secure your budget early on but prepare to be flexible

· Trust your colleagues

· Assess risk and build in contingencies 
The project manager has already presented the Salisbury experience at a national regeneration conference and expects to share the lessons through national and regional networks and with others in Wiltshire who may be looking to develop PB next year. Again, the constraint is time. When staff resources are stretched and the peak of activity has passed, there may be a tendency to for monitoring, evaluation, learning and follow up to move down the list of priorities. But without these there is a risk of missing the lessons. The PBU recommended steps to set performance criteria and putting a monitoring template in place. This is a complex process needing careful consideration about how PB fits into the wider context of empowerment and LAA outcomes.
There does now appear to be recognition that the PB process is making a worthwhile contribution and has shown it can engage groups that other schemes have so far failed to engage. But it is time consuming – probably putting it beyond the resources of parish councils, for example.   
7.3 Future activity
Since July the political and structural landscape in Salisbury has been very different from what was in place in September 2008 when the PB pilot began in earnest.  Coping with the demands of the new Area Boards and with public sector budgets coming under increasing pressure, it will not be easy to keep the focus on evaluation and monitoring issues for PB, but an evidence base demonstrating the range of impacts will become important.     
Salisbury already knows that a substantial sum is allocated for next financial year, some of which it will be able to use for PB. The Salisbury Area Board is only on its third round of meetings and is establishing ways of working with the Community Area Partnership, parish council and other partners. Other Area Boards are being encouraged to consider PB as one of a range of options available to them and it is possible that Wiltshire Council will look at the wider application of a simplified approach to PB, but decisions have not yet been taken.
It will be important to develop strengthened partnership working, for example through the Young Advisers Scheme in Salisbury working with CAYPIG, the Police and other delivery partners, partly with a view to seeing how far PB approaches can be relevant to mainstream budgets. Partners will need to decide how far they wish to use PB as a tool for community development or empowerment, building on Salisbury’s experience.
7.4 National Evaluation priorities

The point made above about out measuring impacts particularly in relation to empowerment suggests there is more work to be done locally and nationally. If local partners regard PB is essentially seen as a tool for community development empowerment, how can this be better reflected in the national evaluation, and what are sensible ways of measuring it? The PBU may be able to contribute to the debate.
Appendix A: List of interviewees

We are most grateful to the following people who were interviewed as part of the research process for this report and many of whom also provided material:

	Name 
	Job Title
	Organisation

	Marianna Dodd
	Project Manager, Salisbury Area Board, then            (now) Community Area Manager, Salisbury
	Wiltshire County Council
Wiltshire Council

	Bobby Chettleburgh
	County Councillor 2nd Chair of Steering Group; 

then Mayor 
	Salisbury South Division, Liberal Democrat, Implementation Executive Member
Salisbury City Council

	Winnie Manning 

(and youth support colleagues)
	Youth Development Coordinator
	Youth Development Services, Wiltshire County Council/ Wiltshire Council

	Mary Douglas
	County Councillor/ Cabinet Member for Culture
Then chair

Salisbury Area Board
	Wiltshire County Council, Conservative

Implementation Executive member
Wiltshire Council

	Julie Martin
	Corporate Advisor: Community Leadership & Governance, Department of Community Services
	Wiltshire County Council

	Damian Haasjes
	Youth and Community Services Manager/Lead Officer Voice and Influence Team
	Voluntary Sector Youth Services, Wiltshire County Council/Wiltshire Council

	David Mc Mullin
	Section Commander Salisbury City and South Rural
	Wiltshire Police

	Steve Fear
	Councillor and former Deputy Leader of SDC
	Salisbury District Council, Labour Leader, Implementation Executive Member

	Bob Macey
	Police Reform Unit
	Home Office 

	Steve Milton
	Head of Community Governance
	Community Leadership and Governance  Department of Community Services
Wiltshire Council

	Leslie Silverlock
	Adviser
	Participatory Budgeting Unit

	David Podger
	Youth Support Worker
	Elizabeth House

	Liam and Ian
	PB participants/ beneficiaries
	Scouts/Bridging project (Club nights) and Elizabeth House (Changes)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Topic guide for Lead PB officer and management
NB. This is the largest section which essentially covers a significant amount of the research questions – evaluators should aim to answer as much as possible through background reading and the e-census return (where possible) before conducting interviews with the Lead PB officer(s) and associated management team. Where feasible, the Lead PB officer(s) should be offered the choice of meeting twice or sharing questions with another member of their team to allow enough time to cover all the areas.

Introduction

1. Please explain the remit of your job (in relation to the organisation within which you work) and your involvement in the PB process.

This information will provide context for the interview.
Local area context

Local area characteristics

2. What are the main characteristics of the area covered by the PB process, and have there been any significant changes, recently, e.g. population or economic changes?

This information should be used to verify and where appropriate, extend the area profile narrative that will be provided for this section of the case study report.
3. What other relevant interventions or area-based regeneration initiatives are operating in the study area? In each case, what is the geographical coverage of the initiative, are there any synergies with the PB process and what timeframe did or will the initiative operate over?

What happened before PB was introduced in the area?

4. What decision making processes were used to set priorities for spending or for service delivery before PB was introduced?
5. What other initiatives were in operation prior to the introduction of PB? What if any impact do you think they had on the PB process?
6. How, if at all, were you (as a Local Authority Officer or if other, please state) previously involved in setting priorities for spending or for service delivery? 

If involved:
· What sorts of decision were you previously involved in?

7. How, if at all, were local people previously involved in setting priorities for spending or for service delivery?
If involved:
· Can you estimate how many local people were involved?

· What sorts of decision were local people involved in?
8. What do you feel were the outcomes of the above involvement?

9. Were resources for decisions on your specific service area devolved to area or groups prior to PB? If yes, please explain (i.e. how much money was involved and what restrictions were imposed in its use?).
An introduction to PB in your area

Objectives

10. What were the main objectives for introducing PB in your area? How do they relate to national objectives?
11. Have/do you think the objectives will change over time? And if so, how have they changed/do you think they will change and over what time period?

12. What is the relationship between PB and the objectives of [the lead organisation] which has chosen to implement PB? E.g. The PB process aligned with the Local Authority’s Community Strategy; PB will help us to achieve NI 4 over the longer term etc.
13.  Is the Leader of the Council/Chair of LSP/board leading the PB process involved in the PB process? And if so, what are her/his views on the process? What is her/his role? How does she/he promote PB? How does she/he assess the use of PB?

14. Is there a lead member/board member for the process? What is her/his role? How does she/he promote PB? How does she/he assess the use of PB?

15. How is senior management involved in the PB process? Has its approach to decision-making changed as a result of PB?

Basic characteristics of the PB process

16. Please can you provide a brief account of how the PB process developed in the study area. This should include: the month and year of initial set-up, the month and year resident involvement began (i.e. when did deliberations start, rather than when the first decision was taken) and where appropriate, a brief account on how the process has evolved over time.

17. The evaluation has developed six dimensions of PB - can you explain your position against the six dimensions of PB (this is in the report template) prior to the introduction of PB, at the current time and an estimation of the position you expect to be in the future? And if you expect a change can you say why? 
Inputs to the process

18. In addition to the information covered in the cost-impact tool (e.g. measurable inputs and outcomes), what other things were put in to the process in order to make it work? For example, influence of senior councillors, reference to PB in wider strategy documents etc.
PB process and activities

Process set up
19. Was PB introduced as part of a local authority led initiative or in response to local people and or/organisations? Did the introduction of PB build on other community empowerment initiatives (did it replace them or run in addition to them)?
20. Were you involved in the decision to introduce PB in your area? And if so, how were you involved?

21. What steps were taken to prepare the ground e.g. consultation with budget holders?

22. Was external support provided to set-up the process or was it done within existing capacity? What sorts of support activity were provided e.g. capacity building sessions for residents, for public sector officers, and/or councillors, or for project sponsors? Who received it, how much did it cost and how long did it last?

Governance arrangements

If an area has been undertaking PB activities for more than a year, please ensure that we ask whether their position/the situation has changed over time.
23. Who is involved in the decision-making process? Was participation open to everyone from the study area or were there restrictions? 

24. How were participants identified/recruited to take part in the decision making process? Did anyone question this process? 

25. Following on from the collation of participant data (and associated characteristics):

· Are there mechanisms in place to ensure those involved in the process reflect the make-up of the area? If so, describe what they are, and if not, please explain.
26. Who is responsible for implementing the PB process and its resultant activities? Has this changed over time? 

27. Who is accountable for ensuring that results from the PB process are taken forward e.g. ward councillor?

28. What has or is likely to be the community’s involvement in checking the progress in implementing decisions? How frequent is this and what effect does it have? How does this compare to previous approaches?

29. How does the PB process align with wider decision making processes in the area? What is the role of the LSP or its sub-groups? What is the role of the LAA? Which public bodies are engaged in the PB agenda in a broad sense?
30. What was the decision-making culture of the organisation prior to the introduction of PB? How has this changed since the introduction of PB? To what extent is the change due to PB, as opposed to other initiatives?

Process delivery
31. What topics are subject to local decision making using PB and how are they identified?

32. How are projects assessed and selected? OR How are priorities for service budgets identified?

33. How would you describe the decision making /priority setting process?
34. Is the quality of a decision making process assessed? And if so, how?

35. Has the process changed over time? And if so, why and how?

36. To what extent do projects or activities selected for support through the PB process engage local people in delivering them?

Barriers to implementing PB and critical success factors
37. What in your view has limited the successful introduction of PB? For example to what extent has local culture affected the process, how have the attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process? How has the availability of resources affected the process?

For example (Please use this list as a prompt for more general discussion):

· PB can be tokenistic in its nature 

· Time commitments on the part of Councillors, community development officers, wider authority staff and residents 

· Difficulties involved in engaging a representative selection of the local community 

· Block voting 

· Unsupportive Local Authority 

· Prospective areas are unsure how to approach the delivery of PB 

· Insufficient resources to enable sufficient marketing and publicity prior to events. 

38. What do you feel are the critical success factors that have supported the successful implementation of PB in your area? For example to what extent has local culture affected the process, how have the attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process? How has the availability of resources affected the process?

For example (Please use this list as a prompt for more general discussion):

· Clear signal from central government that PB should be taken on as a significant priority 

· Organisational change 

· Strong commitment and resources from the local authority and management support 

· Strong commitment to community development 

· Councillors should have a clear role to play in the process 

· Representative community involvement 

· Provision of sufficient training for members and officers to facilitate the process.

· Provision of sufficient training for residents to enable them to voice their views effectively and understand how resource allocation decisions are made.

· Appropriate voting systems 

· Willingness on the part of service providers to support the process.

Process outputs, outcomes and impacts
Process outputs
39. Following on from gathering information on the numbers and types of proposals submitted for consideration and the success of these during the PB selection process:

· How has the number and type of proposals submitted changed over time?

· What do you think stopped people/organisations from applying to take part in the process?

· How have the proposals that were selected as part of the process changed over time?

40. Do you feel that local participation has increased as a result of the PB process? And if so, by how much?

41. How have diversity issues been addressed e.g. provision of childcare, access?

Process outcomes and impacts

42. How effective has the PB process has been to date? 

43. Do you think that the PB process has/will achieve what it set out to do? Please explain your answer.
Looking at the results/outcomes achieved as a result of the PB process:

44. How has the process changed the behaviour and well-being of those directly involved? 

45. How have local politicians responded to PB?

46. Are local politicians at the centre of the PB process?

47. Has PB improved local councillors contact with local people?

48. Has the PB process changed the way the local authority (or other partners) allocates resources? If so how? In what service areas or in what ways has most progress been made?
49. What additional results/outcomes have been achieved as a result of the PB process? 

· Have there been improvements in the self-esteem and confidence of participants? – And what evidence is there on this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Do people think they have increased influence on local decisions (relates to NI 4) – And is there evidence of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Have people increased their understanding of the complexities of public budget setting and democratic structures? – And what is the evidence on this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?

· Has there been improved understanding of the issues surrounding resource allocation? And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Have there been improvements in the councillor-resident relationship? – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Have there been any improvements in social capital (levels of trust within and between communities) and social cohesiveness of the community (the extent to which people get on well together)? – And what evidence is there of the changes? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?

· Has there been increased engagement from hard-to-reach groups? – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Has there been increased levels of community and voluntary sector involvement (relates to NI 3) – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Has there been increased empowerment of councillors? – And what evidence is there of this? Alternatively do councillors feel disempowered by the process? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Has there been increased satisfaction with local services (relates to NI 5) – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Has there been increased community cohesion (relates to NI 1)? – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Has there been increased community capacity in an area? – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Are decisions made in less time than in the past; more decisions taken using the same resources; better quality of decisions, such as fewer reversals of previous decisions? – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Has there been any improvement in ‘allocative efficiency’ e.g. reallocation of resources to better reflect the wishes of citizens? – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Has there been any improvement in ‘distributive efficiency’ e.g. reallocation of resources in favour of those in greatest need? – And what evidence is there of this? How much of this is due to PB, as opposed to other activities?
· Have the costs of engaging local people in decision making increased or decreased as a result of the process? – And what evidence is there of this? 
· Has the PB process helped to leverage additional funding into the area? And if so, was this output intended or unintended? And, do you feel that this output can be repeated or sustained over the longer term? 

 ‘Local’ Projects and activities commissioned by the PB process

50. How well do you think the projects or decisions on services have met local people’s expectations? What reasons do you have for saying this? 

Topic guide for local authority officers
Introduction
51. Please explain the remit of your job (in relation to the organisation within which you work) and your involvement in the PB process.

This information will provide context for the interview.
Local area context

What happened before PB was introduced in the area?
52. What decision making processes were used to set priorities for spending within your service area before PB was introduced?

53. How, if at all, were you previously involved in setting priorities for spending or for service delivery?

54. What sorts of decisions were you previously involved in?

55. What do you feel were the outcomes of the above involvement?

56. Are you aware of whether and how local people were previously involved in decision-making? If so, please explain.

57. Were resources for decisions on your specific service area devolved to area or groups prior to PB? If yes, please explain.

An introduction to PB in your area

Objectives

58. What were the main objectives for introducing PB in your area? How do they relate to national objectives?
59. Have/do you think the objectives will change over time? And if so, how have they changed/do you think they will change and over what time period?

60. How did your service area become involved in the PB process and if relevant, what was the rationale for including funds from your service area within the funding pot that has been/is to be allocated by the PB process?

61. If your service area provided funding to be allocated by the PB process, how much funding did it provide?

Inputs to the process

62. Were you involved in the development of the PB process? And if so, how were you involved and please can you estimate the amount of time (either in hours or days – whichever is easiest) you spent in supporting the set-up phase.

63. Were you involved in the decision making element of the PB process? And if so, how were you involved and please can you estimate the amount of time (either in hours or days – whichever is easiest) you spent participating in decision making activities.

64. Do you feel that current resources (both in-kind and financial) are adequate or do you feel that more resources should be provided, either in manpower or financially to support and deliver the PB process?

65. There is a tool to capture quantifiable information about inputs, in addition to the information covered in the cost-impact tool (e.g. measurable inputs and outcomes), what other things were put in to the process in order to make it work? For example, influence of senior councillors, reference to PB in wider strategy documents etc.
PB Process activities

Process set up
66. Were you involved in the decision to introduce PB in your area? And if so, how were you involved?

67. What steps were taken to prepare the ground e.g. consultation with budget holders?

68. What sorts of support activity were provided to you as a local authority officer during the set-up phase of the PB process, how long was this provided for and are you aware of how the support was resourced?

Governance arrangements

69. Are you involved in the PB process and are you eligible to participate in the decision making process?

70. If you are involved in the PB process, are you responsible for implementing decisions? And are you responsible for checking progress on implementing decisions? If so, please provide an explanation of how you facilitate this process. 

71. If your service area provided funds which were to be allocated by the PB process, did you place constraints on how that money could be spent? And if so, how?

72. How does the PB process align with wider decision making processes in the area? What is the role of the LSP or its sub-groups? What is the role of the LAA? Which public bodies are engaged in the PB agenda in a broad sense?

Process delivery

73. How would you describe the decision making /priority setting process?

74. How are projects assessed and selected? OR How are priorities for service budgets identified?

Barriers to implementing PB and critical success factors

75. What in your view has limited the successful introduction of PB? For example to what extent has local culture affected the process, how have the attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process? How has the availability of resources affected the process?

For example (Please use this list as a prompt for more general discussion):

· PB can be tokenistic in its nature 

· Time commitments on the part of Councillors, community development officers, wider authority staff and residents 

· Difficulties involved in engaging a representative selection of the local community 

· Block voting 

· Unsupportive Local Authority 

· Prospective areas are unsure how to approach the delivery of PB 

· Insufficient resources to enable sufficient marketing and publicity prior to events
· Attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process.

76. What do you feel are the critical success factors that have supported the successful implementation of PB in your area? For example to what extent has local culture affected the process, how have the attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process? How has the availability of resources affected the process?

For example (Please use this list as a prompt for more general discussion):

· Clear signal from central government that PB should be taken on as a significant priority 

· Organisational change 

· Strong commitment and resources from the local authority and management support 

· Strong commitment to community development 

· Councillors should have a clear role to play in the process 

· Representative community involvement 

· Provision of sufficient training for members and officers to facilitate the process.

· Provision of sufficient training for residents to enable them to voice their views effectively and understand how resource allocation decisions are made.

· Appropriate voting systems.
Process outputs, outcomes and impacts
77. How effective do you feel the PB process has been to date? 

78. Do you feel that the PB process has/will achieve what it set out to do? Please explain.

79. Do you feel that local participation has increased as a result of the PB process? And if so, by how much?

80. What results/outcomes have been achieved as a result of the PB process?

In particular:

· Do you think that residents feel they have an increased influence on local decisions as a result of being involved in the PB process?

· Has there been increased satisfaction with local services as a result of the PB process?

· Has there been any improvement in ‘allocative efficiency’ e.g. reallocation of resources to better reflect the wishes of citizens as a result of the PB process?

· Has there been any improvement in ‘distributive efficiency’ e.g. reallocation of resources in favour of those in greatest need as a result of the PB process?

· Have there been wider changes to the way public service providers work with local communities to take budgeting decisions e.g. greater use of PB across a wider range of services?

· Are resources allocated to different types of activity as a result of the PB process?

· Have resources been allocated in favour of those in greatest need?

· Has the culture/attitude of the local authority (and other public sector bodies) to public engagement in decision-making altered? If yes, how and to what extent is this due to PB?

· Has the role of the councillor changed as a result of PB? And if so how?

· Has the role of officers changed as a result of PB and if so how?

· Do you think the activities funded by PB are meeting people’s needs more effectively than in the past?

Topic guide for Councillors
Introduction

81. Can you explain your role in the council and your involvement in the PB process?

This information will provide context for the interview.
Local area context

What happened before PB was introduced in the area?

82. What decision making processes were used to set priorities for spending for service delivery before PB was introduced in your area?

83. How were you previously involved in setting priorities for spending or for service delivery?

84. What sorts of decisions were you previously involved in?

85. Were resources for decisions devolved to area or groups prior to PB? If yes, please explain.

86. Did you have a delegated budget to you as a councillor or ward? If so, how was it used your Councillor’s budget before PB was introduced in your area?

An introduction to PB in your area
87. What were the main objectives for introducing PB in your area? How do they relate to national objectives?
88. Have/do you think the objectives will change over time? And if so, how have they changed/do you think they will change and over what time period?

89. Does your Councillor budget form part of the funding pot that has been/is to be allocated by the PB process? If yes, please provide an explanation of how this decision was made.

Inputs to the PB process
90. Were you involved in the development of the PB process? And if so, how were you involved and please can you estimate the amount of time (either in hours or days – whichever is easiest) you spent in supporting the set-up phase.

91. Were you involved in the decision making element of the PB process? And if so, how were you involved and please can you estimate the amount of time (either in hours or days – whichever is easiest) you spent participating in decision making activities.

92. Do you feel that current resources (both in-kind and financial) are adequate or do you feel that more resources should be provided, either in manpower or financially to support and deliver the PB process?
93. There is a tool to capture quantifiable information about inputs, in addition to the information covered in the cost-impact tool (e.g. measurable inputs and outcomes), what other things were put in to the process in order to make it work? For example, influence of senior councillors, reference to PB in wider strategy documents etc.
PB Process activities

Process set up
94. Was PB introduced as part of a local authority led initiative or in response to local people and or/organisations?

95. Were you involved in the decision to introduce PB in your area? And if so, how were you involved?

96. What steps were taken to prepare the ground e.g. consultation with budget holders?

97. What sorts of support activity were provided to you as a Councillor during the set-up phase of the PB process, how long was this provided for and are you aware of how the support was resourced?

Governance arrangements

98. Are you involved directly in the PB process? And if so, how, e.g. as a local residents or as an accountable budget holder, and are you eligible to participate in the decision making process?

99. If you are involved in the PB process, are you responsible for implementing decisions? And are you responsible for checking progress on implementing decisions? If so, please provide an explanation of how you facilitate this process. 

100. How does the PB process align with wider decision making processes in the area? What is the role of the LSP or its sub-groups? What is the role of the LAA? Which public bodies are engaged in the PB agenda in a broad sense?

Process delivery

101. What topics are subject to decision making using PB and how are/were these identified?

102. How are projects assessed and selected? OR How are priorities for service budgets identified?

103. How would you describe the decision making /priority setting process?

Barriers to implementing PB and critical success factors

104. What in your view has limited the successful introduction of PB? For example to what extent has local culture affected the process, how have the attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process? How has the availability of resources affected the process?

For example (Please use this list as a prompt for more general discussion):

· PB can be tokenistic in its nature 

· Time commitments on the part of Councillors, community development officers, wider authority staff and residents 

· Difficulties involved in engaging a representative selection of the local community 

· Block voting 

· Unsupportive Local Authority 

· Prospective areas are unsure how to approach the delivery of PB 

· Insufficient resources to enable sufficient marketing and publicity prior to events
· Attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process.

105. What do you feel are the critical success factors that have supported the successful implementation of PB in your area? For example to what extent has local culture affected the process, how have the attitudes of officers and councillors affected the process? How has the availability of resources affected the process?

For example (Please use this list as a prompt for more general discussion):

· Clear signal from central government that PB should be taken on as a significant priority 

· Organisational change 

· Strong commitment and resources from the local authority and management support 

· Strong commitment to community development 

· Councillors should have a clear role to play in the process 

· Representative community involvement 

· Provision of sufficient training for members and officers to facilitate the process.

· Provision of sufficient training for residents to enable them to voice their views effectively and understand how resource allocation decisions are made.

· Appropriate voting systems.
Process outputs, outcomes and impacts
106. How effective do you feel the PB process has been to date? 

107. Do you feel that the PB process has/will achieve what it set out to do? Please explain. 

108. Do you feel that local participation has increased as a result of the PB process? And if so, by how much?

109. What results/outcomes have been achieved as a result of the PB process?

· Has the PB process increased residents understanding of the complexities of public budget setting and democratic structure?

· Has the PB process improved the relationship between yourself as a Councillor and your residents?

· Has the PB process made you feel more or less empowered as a Councillor? Please explain the reasons for your answer.

· Do you think that residents feel they have an increased influence on local decisions as a result of being involved in the PB process?

· Have there been wider changes to the way public service providers work with local communities to take budgeting decisions e.g. greater use of PB across a wider range of services?

· Have governance processes improved? And if so, how?

· Are resources allocated to different types of activity as a result of the PB process?

· Have resources been allocated in favour of those in greatest need?

· Has the culture/attitude of the local authority (and other public sector bodies) to public engagement in decision-making altered? If yes, how and to what extent is this due to PB?

· Has your role as a councillor changed as a result of PB? And if so how?

· Has the role of officers changed as a result of PB and if so how?

· Do you think the activities funded by PB are meeting people’s needs more effectively than in the past?

Briefing note for evaluators attending a decision-making event
Please ensure that you try to ascertain the following whilst observing the event:
110. Do the participants reflect the make-up of the area? We’re only looking for a rough estimation here, as we hope that the area is gathering monitoring information.
111. Is training or support provided to residents who attend the event:

a. Prior to the budget/priority setting process?

b. At the decision-making event?

c. What form did it take?

112. How comprehensive is the information that is sent/set out, i.e. how much detail on issues and projects is given to those making decisions?:

a. Prior to the budget/priority setting process?

b. At the decision-making event?

113. How is the information imparted to the participants?

114. Is there discussion of the projects? How would you characterise the discussions?

115. How does the facilitator introduce the event? 

a. How well was the scale of budget explained?

b. How well was the decision making process explained?

116. Who is involved in the actual decision-making? E.g. residents, Councillors, public sector officers etc?

117. How is the decision-making process facilitated? Please provide a step by step explanation. 
118. What works well and what does not work well?

119. Do the facilitators explain how the results of the process will be taken forward? If so, how? And similarly, do they describe any subsequent feedback mechanisms which will be used to communicate progress?

120. Are the participants asked to complete some form of evaluation/feedback questionnaire? If so, what format is used/provide a copy? Also gather the analysis, once it is completed by the case study and explore how it is used.

121. Do the facilitators gather information on the characteristics of participants, e.g. gender, ethnicity, age etc?

Topic guide for Resident-based Focus Group
Please make a note of the make-up of the focus group: number of residents, gender split, ethnic mix etc.
This focus group forms part of the research that we are undertaking on behalf of CLG, which forms part of the National Evaluation of Participatory Budgeting. The evaluation is seeking to understand how areas have set up and run their process, how effective the process has been and what happens as a result. Therefore it is vital that we gather the views of local people who participate in the decision-making activities, to find out what worked well, what didn’t work well and the changes that you feel will happen as a result of both your participation and the process.

Focus group questions

122. How did you find out about this event?

123. Did you receive any information or contact from the organisers prior to the event? If so, what did you receive and how satisfied were you with the information?

124. Why did you choose to participate? What outcomes did you hope to achieve through participating?

125. Were you provided with any training or support prior to the event?

126. How satisfied were you with the information provided about the projects at the event?

127. Do you think there was enough discussion about the projects?

128. Do you have views on the amount of money available? Was it the right amount for a process like this? Should it be bigger in future? What would be a sensible figure for the process?

129. What do you feel the event has achieved? Please explain
130. Have you been provided with information on how the results of the process will be taken forward? If so, what has been provided?

131. Which parts of the event worked well? And similarly what parts of the event did not work well and why?

132. Do you feel that participation has increased your ability to influence decisions affecting your local area? Please explain
133. Has participation helped to increase your confidence in: 

·  Participating in local community activities? Please explain
· Your ability to build stronger relationships with other members of your local community? Please explain
134. Has participation helped to increase your understanding of how the local authority/NDC/Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder allocates some of their public budget?

135. Has participation helped to improve your relationship with your local Councillors? If so, how?

136. Have you taken part in similar engagement activities with your local council/NDC/NM Pathfinder before? If yes, please expand.

137. Would you like to come to events like this again?

138. Is there anything you intend to do following the event, such as suggest projects yourself or get involved in the projects that were supported?

139. Are there other types of public service that you think this process could be extended to cover? Which ones? 

The evaluation team would like to thank you for taking part in the focus group.
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