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CLAREMONT / WEASTE COMMUNITY COMMITTEE

JUNE 2007

PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING EVENT.

INTRODUCTION

The Claremont / Weaste Participatory Budgeting (PB) event took place on the evening of Monday 21st May.  This was a pilot PB event not only for the area but for the city as a whole.

The aim of the event was to involve local residents in deciding the use of £100,000 Block 3 Transport Capital Programme “Other Minor Works” funding, which has been devolved to Community Committee.

This amount of money is only a small fraction of the total spent on highways in the area / the city.  There is an element of consultation over the main Highways Investment Programme but not one which gives this level of direct control to local people.

Schemes for consideration were put forward by a number of channels e.g.:

· Representations at councillors’ surgeries;

· Representations by individuals and groups at Community Committee;

· Responses to surface and electronic mailings asking people to put schemes forward

and were then ratified at Community Committee meetings.

This exercise does represent the first time that control of a significant amount of service budget has been delegated to neighbourhoods.

It was probably the first PB exercise in the UK, where decisions were made about mainstream funding and where officer support for the process was from mainstream staff as part of their “day job”.  Previous initiatives have determined use of special initiative funds which are supported by their own teams.

THE EVENT

Overall, the event was undoubtedly a successful pilot.

The quality / effectiveness of the event can be assessed in a number of ways:

Positives 

· A total of 47 people took place in the process. (45 people voted in stage1, 47 voted in stage 2 and 33 voted in the evaluation session) This is more than would be involved through the more traditional sub-group / Community Committee process.

· Responses to the evaluation questions on the night were predominantly positive (see attached document).

· The comments put up on post-its were overwhelmingly positive. (see attached document).

· Verbal and written feedback after the event was overwhelmingly positive.

· The process led to a clear prioritisation of schemes which will direct the use of the £100,000

· Crucial input on scheme design and cost estimates was provided by Urban Vision, who also provided technical advice on the night.

· Only 3 people (approx 10%) were unsatisfied with the process.

· Most people (approx 66%) were satisfied with the information provided both before and at the event.

· All bar one respondent said they would like to see more money allocated in this way.

Negatives
· One group or more, which had put proposals forward, were not happy with the way their proposal was presented.

· Some people were not aware that they could have submitted proposals.

· A significant minority of people (approx 25%) were not satisfied with the information they received before the event.

· A similar proportion (25%) were not satisfied with the information provided about the proposals.

· Some people would have liked to present their proposal to the event.

· There was possibly an element of block voting.

· Some information from Urban Vision was very late arriving.  Had it been received earlier, we may have been able to distribute it to participants in advance and respond to any queries before the event.

· We had not planned how to fill the time up for participants whilst scores were being tallied.  (We were very lucky that a slide show was to hand!)

· People aged under 55 were not well represented at the event.

· There was some confusion about how the score sheets should be completed.

Issues to consider for future events
· Can we get electronic voting equipment that can handle the type of scoring we used?

· If not, how best can we fill the time when scores are being collated manually?

· Can Urban Vision (or other agencies if different funds become available) provide information earlier in the process?

· Should groups have the chance to present their scheme or should all schemes be presented in the same manner?  (Many of the schemes at this year’s event did not have an obvious “champion”).

· How can we promote a culture where participants consider the needs of the whole area and do not necessarily just push their own scheme?

· What is the best way to balance encouraging people to attend against the existence of voting blocks or lobbies.

· Should we provide accident data.  (We decided not to this year because, fortunately, there are arguably not enough recorded accidents to make the information very helpful.  The statistics were considered by the event planning group, who reached that conclusion).

· How do we involve younger people.

THE RESULTS

Cost estimates are not the same as costs!  This means the PB event put proposals in priority order.  How many schemes get done depends on the actual costs.  Listed below are the schemes which might get done with a good deal of luck.  Most probably, not all these schemes will be done.  (The schemes are listed in the priority order decided at the event).

1. provide new parking layout at Hope Village shops, incorporating parking bays marked out parallel and “Please park in designated bays” signs. (£10,000)

2. improve safety at Gilda Brook subway (£30,000)  (N.B. there may have been shortcomings in the way we presented this scheme.  The costed scheme may not be what residents want.  This needs clarification).

3. provide new parking layout at Bolton Road (th’ Height) shops (details as per Hope Village shops). (£10,000)

4. install puffin crossing on Weaste Lane outside All Hallows School (£30,000) (N.B. visibility issues need further investigation.  Road Casualty Reduction Section may not support the scheme but this does not necessarily override the community’s wishes).

5. install two flashing speed indicators, one either side of Doveleys Road (£7,000)

6. install speed cushions on Derby Road between Liverpool Street and Eccles New Road (£30,000) (N.B. subject to detailed investigation as speed cushions cannot be installed on a bridge)

7. upgrade street lighting on the Fairhope estate (£50,000)

