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“It was a great afternoon and it
had the feel-good factor. Well
done!”

Community group, Brinnington

PB Evaluation Report — April 2009

1 Executive Summary

The aim of this report is to evaluate
two Participatory Budgeting pilots that were seed-funded by the Home Office and
organised by Greater Manchester Police in the priority neighbourhoods of
Brinnington (Stockport) and St Peter’'s (Tameside).

This initial report can be seen as an ‘interim’ evaluation as aspects relating to the
delivery of the funded projects, and the longer-term impacts of the pilots, will be
assessed approximately six months after the ‘decision day’ events have taken place.

Participatory Budgeting (PB) originated in Brazil in the 1980s and empowers local
residents to make decisions on the spending and priorities of a defined public
budget, rather than deferring responsibility to elected leaders.

The Home Office is keen to promote PB as a way of embedding neighbourhood
policing, by giving residents a greater voice in local policing matters. They therefore
provided £20,000 to be split between Stockport and Tameside divisions to run PB
pilots in priority neighbourhoods. The events had to be run by 31* March 2009.

These pilots had to allocate money to projects designed to improve community
safety. Local community groups and organisations were invited to submit proposals
for such projects, which local residents then voted on at a ‘decision day’ event. The
proposals with the most votes were awarded funding.

Stockport and Tameside organised and ran separate events. Stockport's was
branded ‘Brinnington — You Say We Pay’ and held on Saturday 14™ March 2009,
whilst Tameside’s was called ‘It's Up 2 U’ and was held on Saturday 21* March
20009.

Key points from this evaluation report are summarised below.

Planning The Events

Organising the events with partner organisations active in the community enabled
divisions to make best use of their local knowledge, links and resources.

Both divisions worked hard to get everything organised in the tight timescales set by
the Home Office, and should be proud of what they achieved in less than three
months.

A longer lead-up time of around six months would have enabled more publicity, the
sourcing of additional funds and more support for applicants, e.g. a series of
workshops to explain what PB is, how the process works and the type of information
required in the application form.

Publicity letters/flyers were hand-delivered by members of the local neighbourhood
policing teams, thereby helping to increase trust and confidence in the police.

In Stockport, letters/flyers were the most effective methods of publicity, whilst the
majority of Tameside voters heard about the event through bidding
groups/organisations.

Stockport received 25 proposals and Tameside 34. After the Steering Group
removed those that did not meet the criteria, 22 groups in Stockport and 19 in
Tameside were invited to a ‘decision day’ event.

Support was available for applicants through guidance/tips documents, along with
one-to-one support from named points of contact. The majority of groups were
aware of the support on offer and over half took advantage of it.
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The Events

Stockport had a total amount of £30,000 available to distribute to projects, whilst
Tameside had £35,000. This money came from the Home Office, GMP HQ,
divisional funds and partner organisations.

Stockport’'s event was held at 2pm on a Saturday and was focused around the PB
process itself, whilst Tameside’s ‘decision day’ was incorporated into a fun day
starting at 10am. Tameside would recommend starting an event in the afternoon as
attendance was slow in the morning and the event was busiest around 1pm.

Stockport’s event attracted 200 adults and 70 children, of which 159 voted. 350-400
people attended Tameside’s event and 168 of these voted. These figures can be
seen as a great achievement given the fact that the PB Unit deemed 80-100 to be a
success.

Predicting the number of residents who would turn up, and catering for them
accordingly, was one of the most challenging aspects of planning the events.
Stockport under-estimated attendance figures whilst Tameside over-estimated.

Attendance was driven by community groups encouraging residents to turn out and
support them. As the use of PB increases, however, it will be important to find new
ways to encourage attendance from residents not affiliated to a particular group.

Each group was given three minutes to present their project to voters. Although the
professionalism of the presentations did not affect how people voted, others aspects
did, e.g. groups not being there to give their own presentation, not being clear on
what the money would be spent on, projects supporting people with criminal
convictions and groups who came from outside of the area.

Stockport used ‘Ask the Audience’ equipment and most residents voted using an
electronic pad. This worked well in keeping them engaged and creating a lively
atmosphere. Due to the high turnout, however, these were supplemented with paper
voting forms, which meant that votes took longer to count. Tameside used paper
voting forms for all voters.

To ensure fairness, residents had to listen to, and vote on, every project.
Encouragingly, 85% of voters in Stockport and 90% in Tameside agreed that this
event is a fair way of distributing money to local groups and organisations.

Although both divisions used a points system to allocate money, they divided up the
available ‘pot’ in different ways. Stockport divided it proportionally according to the
number of points a project received, meaning that all groups received some money.
Tameside gave the top groups all of the money they requested until the ‘pot’ ran out.

Post Event

Each group was contacted in the week following the event to provide further support
and/or collect bank details, arrange payment and sign a contract.

Due to all money having to be paid by 31% March 2009, timescales were tight.
Getting the contracts amended and confirmed in time was slightly rushed and would
have been easier if they had been sorted before the events.

There was also some confusion amongst the finance teams as to where the funding
had originated from and where it was being held. In future, representatives from the
divisional finance departments should be included in the planning, as this will ensure
they are fully aware of the events, the funding and the invoices that will need paying.

Groups who received none or part of the money they requested were signposted to
alternative sources of funding. Plans are in place to give ongoing support to
successful groups throughout the implementation of their projects.

2
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Costs

Results from the events have been fed back to the wider community through articles
in local newspapers, newsletters and on websites. It will be important to continue
publicising the successes of individual groups as they put their plans into action.
Stockport organisers are planning a showcase event in twelve months time.

Stockport division allocated £3,000 for the running of the event, and came in under-
budget at £2,350. Due to holding a larger event, Tameside spent £500 more than their
£7,000 budget and this was spent on, amongst other things, catering and activities.

Time spent planning another PB event would be significantly reduced as processes
and documents now exist ready to be used as templates in the future. To make this
easier, it would be useful for the PB Unit to produce a toolkit specifically designed to
help police forces organise PB events.

Did The Pilots Meet Their Objectives?

14 specific objectives were set at the beginning of the process, to provide a clear picture of
what the pilots were intended to achieve (see section 4.4 for further details). Evidence from
resident, community group and staff feedback suggests that the majority of these were met.
Key achievements are described below:

The aims of the successful groups focused on pertinent community safety issues,
from installing security cameras, to funding youth projects. The effects on crime
levels will be assessed longer-term, but residents believe they will improve
community safety — an important fact given the shift to measuring public confidence.

Residents felt empowered by the opportunity to have their say and tailor funding to
local priorities. However, more could be done to make voters aware of the links
between PB and the realities of allocating limited public budgets.

Resident feedback demonstrates that the events brought different parts of the
community together, and attendance was representative of each area as a whole.

Local neighbourhood policing teams not only delivered the events but also delivered
the publicity in the weeks preceding, engaging with local residents at every
opportunity. This helps to develop community relations and increase trust and
confidence in the police.

Police and partner organisations commented that the events were very successful in
developing better working relationships between them, which will benefit the
communities in the future.

The vast majority of voters agreed that the event has made them more aware of local
community groups, and several groups have made new contacts through the
process, which they hope will result in additional funding or joint events.

The pilots can be seen as increasing community engagement as over 98% of voters
said they would attend a similar event in the future. The majority also agreed that the
events would encourage more people to get involved in their community.

The process was made as transparent as possible through the provision of clear
information. Over 93% of voters said the voting process was explained clearly to
them.

Staff members and community groups provided several examples of how the
process has improved their skills, from giving presentations and writing bids to
partnership-working and being a successful compere.

A summary of the good practice highlighted in this report is included in section 2, whilst key
recommendations are summarised in section 3.

3
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2 Summary of Good Practice

Good Practice 1

Planning PB events in partnership with
organisations that are active in the
neighbourhood makes best use of any
resources or financial support they can offer,
in addition to their local knowledge and links
with residents.

Good Practice 2

Using officers and staff to deliver information
about the event gave local residents the
chance to interact with their neighbourhood
policing team, thereby contributing to one of
the aims of these PB pilots — building trust
and confidence in the police.

Good Practice 6

The involvement of the local Neighbourhood
Policing Team in the planning and running of
an event is crucial, as they have detailed
knowledge of the community being targeted.
This knowledge is crucial in tailoring an
event to the needs and preferences of local
residents, in order to ensure maximum
attendance.

Good Practice 3

Resident participation in PB events,
especially in these early stages of piloting
PB, is driven by applicants encouraging
residents to turn out and support their
projects. Through partnering contacts in the
neighbourhoods and information provided to
bidders, both divisions ensured that
community groups were aware of their role in
encouraging resident participation to ensure
a successful event.

Good Practice 7

Combine elements of the information given
out at both events. As a minimum, the
information pack should contain a voter
registration form (to monitor attendance and
representation), a list of the groups
presenting (with a brief explanation of their
proposals), an explanation of how the voting
will work, and a clear running order for the
day. Any voting forms used should include
explicit instructions to score every group, and
to score them on the quality of the proposal
rather than the presentation.

Good Practice 4

Supporting smaller or less-established
groups to put governance structures in place
(such as opening bank accounts, setting up
log books) ensures that the PB process is as
inclusive as possible.

Good Practice 8

To ensure the smooth running of the voting
process, have reserve stocks of paper voting
slips available in case of an unexpectedly
high turnout or technical difficulties with
electronic voting pads.

Good Practice 5

Giving potential applicants practical
information to help them form a proposal
(such as how projects could meet the set
criteria, common pitfalls to avoid and
background information on the area) makes
the PB process more accessible and
transparent to groups who may have little
experience in applying for funding.

Good Practice 9

Make it clear to residents before and during
the event that if they arrive late, or leave
early, their votes cannot be counted. This will
ensure that the voting process is fair and
perceived as such by community groups and
residents, thereby building confidence in PB
as a method of distributing funding.

Good Practice 10

It is important not to abandon links with
community groups once the events have
finished. Ensure plans are in place to
support successful groups to implement their
projects, if necessary, and to signpost
unsuccessful groups to alternative sources of
funding.
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Good Practice 11

To increase awareness of PB and generate
future participation, it is essential to feedback
the results of the event to the wider
community and to publicise the successes of
individual projects. Methods used by
Stockport and Tameside include articles and
photographs in local newspapers and
newsletters, and showcase events once the
projects are established.

Good Practice 13

Using an officer from the local
neighbourhood policing team to compere the
event helps to raise their profile in the area,
and build better relationships with the
community in a positive environment.

Good Practice 12

Both divisions worked closely with partner
organisations to ensure they made best use
of their links with different sections of the
community (e.g. youth networks, ethnic
minority groups). This encouraged bids from
a wide variety of groups who in turn brought
supporters from sections of the community
who would not normally attend events such
as these.

Good Practice 14

It is partly through ensuring residents enjoy
themselves that GMP will increase
community engagement, not only in PB but
also in wider police activity. It is therefore
good practice to provide residents with
refreshments and fun activities at an event,
to thank them for giving up their free time to
participate.
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3 Summary of Recommendations

Recommendation 1

The amount of time needed to plan and
publicise the event cannot be
underestimated. Ideally, try to ensure a six-
month period in which to organise a PB
event. Amongst other things, this will ensure
sufficient time for publicity and providing
support to community groups.

Recommendation 6

In addition to sending out information to
potential applicants, arrange a series of
meetings/workshops with community groups
and organisations to explain the PB process,
encourage them to bid and provide support
in putting applications together.

Recommendation 2

Use results from GMP’s quarterly
neighbourhood surveys to identify residents’
priorities for the local area, with a possibility
of further consultation on specific issues.
Proposals can then be invited that
specifically address these concerns, thereby
helping to improve community safety in a
way that meaningfully addresses the key
issues in the neighbourhood.

Recommendation 7

Avoid starting an event too early in the
morning. The pilots within GMP found that
Saturday afternoon events, starting at
around 1pm, would attract the optimum
number of residents.

Recommendation 3

Where timescales allow, ensure that the
events are publicised well in advance and as
widely as possible, with reminders being sent
closer to the date. This will ensure that as
many residents as possible are aware of the
events, and will make certain that all groups
who may wish to apply for funding are able
to do so.

Recommendation 8

Although difficult to predict the number of
residents who will turn up, these pilots
should be used as a guide for future events
to ensure that a sufficiently large venue is
booked and seating organised.

Recommendation 4

When producing publicity for the event, be
clear about what time the voting starts and
make residents aware that they must arrive
at this time to participate in the voting. This
will ensure maximum attendance for this part
of the event.

Recommendation 9

Both divisions had a detailed plan of how the
votes would be counted and points allocated,
and had prepared spreadsheets to calculate
this. Some voters, however, still felt they
were left waiting too long for the results to be
announced. Ensure an event has enough
staff members assigned to counting votes, to
make the process as fast as possible.

Recommendation 5

As the use of PB to distribute funds
increases, it will be important to find ways to
attract participation from members of the
wider community, in addition to residents
with affiliations to particular groups.

Recommendation 10

To a certain extent, the content of the
presentations did have an impact on the
number of votes a project received.
Guidance should be given to all groups to
help them prepare clear, engaging
presentations, e.g. offering simple pointers
such as “make it clear what the money will
be used for” and “tell the audience how this
project will benefit them”.
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Recommendation 11

Ensure that the PA system is loud enough so
that everyone at the event can hear each
presentation and therefore make an informed
decision when voting. A large part of this is
ensuring that presenters use the microphone
correctly and hold it close enough to their
mouth when speaking.

Recommendation 15

To avoid any confusion over invoicing post-
event, ensure that the DFAM (Divisional
Finance & Administration Manager) is
included on the Steering Group for the PB
event so that he/she is fully aware of where
the funding originated, where it is being held,
and the types of invoices that will need to be
paid.

Recommendation 12

Make residents aware of the running order of
the day so that they know when their input is
expected, when refreshment breaks are
planned and when the results will be
announced. This will ensure maximum
attendance for each part of the event.

Recommendation 13

To maintain perceptions of fairness, ensure
that voters have only one voting form each
and that consistent information is provided to
all community groups presenting, e.g.
information on the number of people who
can give the presentation, what visual aids
can be used etc.

Recommendation 16

To reduce the time and cost taken to
organise future events, it would be useful for
an organisation such as the PB Unit to
produce a toolkit specifically designed to

help police forces organise PB events.
Including tips on good practice would ensure
that lessons learnt from these initial pilots are
disseminated widely.

Recommendation 14

Although planning the actual event can be
time consuming, it is important to set aside
an appropriate amount of time to plan what
will happen once the event is over. Finalise
and confirm any contracts well in advance,
and have a plan that covers how bank details
will be collected and how money will be
transferred to the successful groups.

Recommendation 17

To increase public understanding of budget
allocation, make participants more aware of
the links between PB and the realities faced
by public bodies when allocating a limited
budget. It is important they understand that,
in both cases, not all projects can be funded
and that difficult decisions must be made as
to which are prioritised.
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P P It's about time we could voice

our opinions .”
Local resident, Brinnington

4 Introduction

In July 2008, the Home Office published the policing green paper ‘From The Neighbourhood
To The National: Policing Our Communities Together. This paper offered a range of
recommendations for embedding neighbourhood policing, one of which was the use of
participatory budgeting to give local residents a greater voice in local policing matters:

“To underpin integration, the Home Office will support the use of participatory
budgeting involving local community safety resources. The participatory budgeting
process ensures that the views of the local community are built into the decision-
making process to direct the use of resources.™

This paper followed on from Sir Ronnie Flanagan’s ‘Review of Policing’ report and Louise
Casey's ‘Engaging Communities in Fighting Crime’ review, both of which recommended the
use of participatory budgeting (or PB) as a means of getting communities engaged in
tackling community safety problems and allowing local residents to direct the use of police
resources to where they are most needed.

In December 2008, the Home Office invited police authorities to submit bids for £20,000
worth of funding to run PB pilots in their respective forces. The funding stipulated that the
money was to be allocated to projects designed to improve community safety and was to be
allocated using a PB process. Within GMP, Stockport and Tameside divisions submitted
applications and, in January 2009, both were successful in obtaining £10,000 each to hold a
PB event before 31% March 20009.

Although this evaluation will focus on the events held in Stockport and Tameside, it is
important to note that Bolton and Rochdale divisions were also involved in organising PB
events after their respective local authorities were successful in obtaining Home Office
funding. Ultimately the findings from all of these pilots will assist others in preparing for a
wider Home Office roll-out of community safety PB in 2009-10.

4.1 What is Participatory Budgeting?

Originating in Brazil in the 1980s, participatory budgeting is a form of community
engagement that empowers local residents to make decisions on the spending and priorities
for a defined public budget. Rather than simply consulting the community and taking their
views into account, residents are given the power to decide how money from the budget of a
statutory agency (e.g. council, NHS, police) is spent.

In 2008, the UK government released ‘Giving More People A Say In Local Spending.
Participatory Budgeting: A National Strategy’, and this describes PB as follows:

“Participatory budgeting directly involves local people in making decisions on the
spending priorities for a defined public budget. This means engaging residents and
community groups representative of all parts of the community to discuss spending
priorities, making spending proposals and vote on them, as well as giving local
people a role in the scrutiny and monitoring of the process.”

! From The Neighbourhood To The National: Policing Our Communities Together, Home Office (July
2008) p.20

% ‘Giving More People A Say In Local Spending. Participatory Budgeting: A National Strategy’, Dept
for Communities and Local Government (Sep 2008), p.11
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In the context of GMP, the PB process involved inviting local community groups and
organisations to submit proposals for projects designed to improve community safety in
defined priority neighborhoods. After passing through a steering group to check compliance
with the criteria, successful groups were invited to give a short three-minute presentation to
local residents attending a ‘decision day’ event. These residents voted for the projects they
felt would be most beneficial to the community and those with the most votes were awarded
funding from the ‘pot’ of available money.

The ultimate vision of participatory budgeting is to engage residents in an annual budgetary
cycle of setting priorities and spending, and monitoring the delivery of projects and services.
It is yet to be seen how far GMP wishes to
travel down this road, however the Home
Office’s wider roll out in 2009-10 will help
determine the next steps for PB within the
police service.

“Great event, great
community cohesion and
great food! Thank you! ”

4.2 The Evaluation Local resident, St Peter’s

The purpose of this evaluation report is to:

Assess the extent to which the pilots met their objectives
Identify what worked well and what lessons can be learnt for future events
Disseminate good practice to others planning PB events

The Review & Evaluation Unit within GMP’s Corporate Development & Performance Branch
agreed to support the divisions by conducting an evaluation of the pilots. Members of the
unit were involved from the outset, planning the types of information that needed collecting
and making the necessary observations.

The principal audience for the evaluation will be Greater Manchester Police (all divisions
plus Corporate Development & Performance Branch), the Home Office and the PB Unit.
However it may also be of interest to other stakeholders such as Stockport & Tameside
Councils, Stockport Neighbourhood Renewal Team, St Peter's Partnerships and Greater
Manchester Fire & Rescue.

The evaluation has been based on primary data collected through the following methods:

Voter registration forms filled out by residents attending the events — 159 were
completed in Stockport and 168 in Tameside

Quantitative questions posed to voters via Ask The Audience equipment or on the
reverse of paper voting forms — the number who answered each of the five questions
differs slightly, but a maximum of 67 residents in Stockport and 136 in Tameside
answered these questions

‘Bingo sheets’ filled out by residents at the events, which also had space for
qualitative feedback — 87 were completed in Stockport and 64 in Tameside

A questionnaire sent to all community groups/organisations who applied for funding —
18 were received in total (15 from Stockport groups and 3 from Tameside)

A focus group with key staff who organised the events (police plus partners)
Observations during the planning process and the events themselves

This initial report can be seen as an ‘interim’ evaluation as those aspects relating to the

delivery of the funded projects, and the longer-term impacts of the PB pilots, will be
assessed approximately six months after the ‘decision day’ events have taken place.

10
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4.3 The Neighbourhoods

The neighbourhoods of Brinnington (Stockport) and St Peter's (Tameside) were chosen to
hold the PB pilots. The decision was made to involve these areas as they are defined by
GMP as ‘priority neighbourhoods’ and as such are amongst the worst affected communities
in Greater Manchester for crime, anti-social behaviour and deprivation.3

To put the neighbourhoods into context, Brinnington is a northern suburb of Stockport, cut
off from Stockport town centre by the M60 motorway to form a distinct community. The area
consists mainly of council owned dwellings built in the 1950s and has a total population of
around 9,500 (of which around 2.6% are from ethnic minority backgrounds). In 2004,
Brinnington was ranked in the top 2% most deprived areas for England and Wales in the
Index of Multiple Deprivation (based on 2001 Census), however the affluence of Stockport
borough often masks this local position.*

St Peter’s is situated in the north of Tameside borough and is home to around 11,000
people. In 2004, St Peter’s was ranked in the top 5% most deprived local authority wards in
England in the National Index of Multiple Deprivation, with issues of particular significance
including high youth and ethnic minority unemployment. > Almost a fifth of the population
(19.3%) are from ethnic minority backgrounds, with the majority of these residents
describing themselves as Asian/Asian British.

To gain a better understanding, it is useful to look at the results from the Force’s quarterly
neighbourhood surveys. Interestingly, the ethnically diverse profile of St Peter's may
contribute to the finding that a higher proportion of residents than in Brinnington feel that
people from different backgrounds get on well together in the area.

% Residents who agree with the statement “my areai s a place where people from
different backgrounds get on well together”

Oct-Dec 2008 Neighbourhood result Divisional result | Force-wide result
Brinnington 47.4% 57.2% 54.3%
Ashton St Peter’s 53.8% 52.0% 54.3%

The latest results from quarter 3 (October to December 2008) show that residents in
Brinnington are less likely than those in St Peter’s, Stockport as a whole and Greater
Manchester to have confidence in the police and to feel that police seek their views on ASB
and crime. In contrast, residents in St Peter's are more likely than those in Brinnington,
Tameside as a whole and Greater Manchester to agree with these statements. These
results will act as baseline figures against which to measure any improvement longer-term.
Results are shown overleaf:

® Priority neighbourhoods are selected based on VLI (Vulnerable Localities Index) data which takes
into account not only crime figures but also income, employment, education and demographic
statistics.
* ‘Brinnington Neighbourhood Renewal Local Area Strategy & Action Plan, Nov 2004
® “Tameside Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy’, Tameside Strategic Partnership Oct 2004

11
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% Residents agree with the statement “taking everyt

confidence in the police in this area”

hing into account, | have

Oct-Dec 2008

Neighbourhood result

Divisional result

Force-wide result

Brinnington

45.0%

53.6%

51.9%

Ashton St Peter’s

52.7%

50.3%

51.9%

% Residents agree that police seek people’s views a

and crime issues that matter in this area

bout the anti-social behaviour

Oct-Dec 2008

Neighbourhood result

Divisional result

Force-wide result

Brinnington

23%

26%

30%

Ashton St Peter’s

31%

26%

30%

—

‘The day was a great success and it is
encouraging to see how passionate local
residents are about their community. Now that
these projects have this money the whole ward
will benefit from their enthusiasm.”

—

Inspector Tony Alogba, Tameside Po!ice/
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4.4 Objectives

To provide a clear picture of what the pilots were intended to achieve, specific objectives
were set, which were then confirmed by both divisions and their partners. The objectives of
the pilots are listed below:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

Fund projects that local residents feel will be most beneficial to improving
community safety.

Empower local residents to tailor funding to local priorities, thereby increasing
satisfaction with the way police are tackling community safety issues.

Promote patrticipatory democracy by creating opportunities for everybody to
contribute to decision-making, rather than deferring responsibility to elected leaders.

Increase community cohesion by bringing people together from different
backgrounds to discuss ideas and make decisions about how they can improve their
area.

Promote ownership of the local area and its issues, by giving residents increased
responsibility for how they want to improve it.

Involve all sections of the community , including ‘hard-to-reach’ groups, through
well-targeted publicity, making the process accessible to all and providing support to
people who wish to get involved but need further help.

Increase public understanding  of how budgets are spent and the difficult trade-offs
and choices that the police and their partners have to face with finite resources.

Increase trust and confidence in the police by demonstrating a commitment to
tackle local issues and understanding that local residents are best placed to prioritise
them.

Build better working relationships between local citizens, the police and their
partners through increased communication and trust.

Provide networking opportunities  for community and voluntary groups in order to
share knowledge, resources and skills with each other.

Increase community engagement by providing an opportunity for direct
involvement that empowers local residents whilst being enjoyable.

Increase awareness of community/voluntary groups in the local area so that
local residents have the opportunity to get involved and take full advantage of the
available resources.

Make the decision-making process transparent to residents by ensuring they fully
understand the voting and fund-allocation processes.

Increase the skills of participants and staff involved in the event.

These objectives were then developed into an Evaluation Plan, which identified the
indicators that could be used to measure their success. The plan formed the basis of this
evaluation report, and was used to determine the types of data that needed collecting, and
the most appropriate times and methods in which to do this. The Evaluation Plan is
attached in Appendix A.
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5 Planning The Event

The events were organised using a partnership-based approach, as this enabled divisions to
make best use of the knowledge and resources of partners working within the
neighbourhoods.

A Support Inspector from Stockport division was responsible for planning the event in
Brinnington. She worked in conjunction with Stockport Council, Safer Stockport Partnership
(SSP), the Neighbourhood Renewal Team, Stockport Tactical Partnership Business Group
(TPBG) and the Youth Offending Team. Representatives from the Council and the
Neighbourhood Renewal Team, plus a prominent resident (with previous panel experience)
joined the Inspector to form the Steering Group.

A Criminal Justice & Partnerships Chief Inspector took overall responsibility for Tameside’s
event, with a local Neighbourhood Inspector and his team responsible for the planning.
Partners involved in the event were St Peter’s Partnerships, St Peter’s Youth, Tameside Fire
& Rescue Service, Tameside Council and the Community Safety Unit, all of who attended
planning meetings. The Steering Group comprised three local councillors, a neighbourhood
Sergeant, three local residents (with previous experience on a grants panel) and a
representative from St Peter’s Partnerships.

The PB Unit offered practical support and guidance to both divisions throughout the process.
Organisers attended workshops and seminars arranged by the Unit and took advantage of
the guidance documents and toolkits published on their website.

5.1 Funding

Stockport had a total ‘pot’ of £30,000 available to local groups. A breakdown of where this
money came from is shown in the table below. Stockport division provided an additional
£3,000 for the running of the event.

Home Office £10,000
GMP HQ £10,000
Stockport Tactical Partnership Business Group £5,000
Stockport Neighbourhood Renewal £4,000
Youth Offending Unit £1,000
Total £30,000

Tameside made £35,000 available for distribution to local groups, and this came from the
sources listed below. For the actual running of the event, Tameside division contributed an
additional £5,000 and Tameside Council £2,000.

Home Office £10,000
GMP HQ £10,000
Tameside division £15,000
Total £35,000

Good Practice 1: Planning PB events in partnership with organisations that are
active in the neighbourhood makes best use of any resources or financial support
they can offer, in addition to their local knowledge and links with residents.
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5.2 Timescales

One of the conditions of the Home Office funding was that the PB events had to be held by

31° March 2009.

Given that applications for funding were submitted only two months

previously in January 2009, the timescales for planning and organising the events were very
tight. The key dates involved in the process are shown in the table below:

Key Stages Stockport Tameside

Home Office issue invitation to police 16" Dec 08 16" Dec 08
authorities to bid for PB pilot funding

Deadline for submitting bids to Home Office 16" Jan 09 16™ Jan 09
Divisions notified that bids successful 29" Jan 09 29" Jan 09
Division invites community groups to submit 6" Feb 09 9™ Feb 09

proposals

Publicity sent out

7" Feb/6™ Mar 09

12"/16™ Feb 09

Deadline for community groups to submit 22" Feb 09 2" Mar 09
bids

Steering Group meet to look at bids 23" Feb 09 3" Mar 09
Successful groups invited to ‘decision day’ 6" Mar 09 9™ Mar 09

Event Held

14" March 09

21% March 09

The tight timescales were a considerable concern for those organising the events, and in
many ways dictated the running of the events. There was a worry that the lack of time for
planning could negatively impact on the process, as a badly planned first event would
discourage people from taking part in the future.

Both divisions worked hard to use the available time as effectively as possible, however both
noted that planning the events would have been impossible without the help of partner
organisations such as Stockport Council and Neighbourhood Renewal Team, and St Peter’s
Partnerships. All agreed that a longer lead-up time of around six months would have
enabled:

The sourcing of additional funding to top-up the ‘pot’ of money

A greater amount of support given to community groups, e.g. meetings to explain the
PB process, encourage them to bid and provide personal support in putting an
application together.

Partners to help groups develop new projects and target smaller groups, rather than
funding those which are already well-established

More publicity to make local residents aware of the event

The sourcing of the most competitively-priced suppliers

Recommendation 1 : The amount of time needed to plan and publicise the event
cannot be underestimated. Ideally, try to ensure a six-month period in which to
organise a PB event. Amongst other things, this will ensure sufficient time for
publicity and providing support to community groups.

Another consequence of the tight timescales was the lack of consultation with residents prior
to the process. ‘Classic’ models of PB advocate the involvement of local residents in setting
the priorities for an area, which then help to define the types of proposals that are put
forward for residents to vote on. If repeated by GMP in the future, residents’ top priorities
regarding community safety should be taken into account, with a view to inviting proposals
that specifically address these concerns.

Recommendation 2 : Use results from GMP’s quarterly neighbourhood surveys to
identify residents’ priorities for the local area, with a possibility of further consultation
on specific issues. Proposals can then be invited that specifically address these
concerns, thereby helping to improve community safety in a way that meaningfully
addresses the key issues in the neighbourhood.
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5.3 Publicity

The divisions used the following methods to ensure that the events were widely publicised
throughout their respective areas:

Mail drop - Both divisions used Neighbourhood Policing Team officers, PCSOs and
Neighbourhood Patrollers/Rangers to hand-deliver leaflets and letters to every
household in each area. These contained information about the event and how to
apply for funding. Tameside also included a poster of the neighbourhood policing
team in the leaflet drop, to help raise awareness in the community. Stockport
conducted a second mail drop a week before the event, which gave a list of the
projects bidding for money and reminded people to come and support them. Letters
delivered to residents are included as Appendix B

Delivering the information personally gave local residents a chance to get to know
their neighbourhood team and chat to them about any concerns they might have,
thereby helping to increase local confidence.

Community Groups — a vital source of publicity for both events was the community
groups actually bidding for the money. Results from the voter registration forms show
that a significant proportion of voters found out about the event through local
community groups and organisations.

Community Points — information/posters were placed in key points frequented by
the community, such as community centres, church halls, clubs and local parks.
Local Press - divisional communications officers arranged for press releases to be
placed in local newspapers (e.g. Stockport Express and Tameside Advertiser) and
on the GMP website. The events were also publicised through local radio stations
(Tameside FM and Pure FM).

Newsletters — an article featured in a community newsletter produced by Stockport
Neighbourhood Renewal Team and in one published by St Peter's Partnerships in
Tameside.

Word of Mouth - partnership agencies spread the word about PB, publicising the
events to any local groups they came into contact with.

Good Practice 2 : Using officers and staff to deliver information about the event gave
local residents the chance to interact with their neighbourhood policing team, thereby
contributing to one of the aims of these PB pilots — building trust and confidence in
the police.

Despite these methods, however, there were several comments from residents asking for
more publicity, further in advance. Two noted that they would have liked to apply for money
for their groups, but did not know about the event in time:

What could be improved for future events?

“Better publicity to local clubs and members of the community about when these
events will be held.” (Stockport)

“Advertise it better. We need help at St Luke's group but never had the chance to
apply as we didn't know until it was too late.” (Stockport)

“Would have liked more information before the event about applying for funding
for my group - PEAR Group St Luke's.” (Stockport)

“More advertising.” (Tameside)

“More publicity to residents.” (Tameside)

“Perhaps more advance information in local press.” (Tameside)
“Better advertising.” (Tameside)

“More publicity. The area around the allotments did not know anything about the
event.” (Tameside)
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This is supported by the relatively low number of voters, particularly in Tameside, who
circled “I've seen some publicity about the event in the last few weeks” on the ‘Bingo Sheets’
— 48 (55%) in Stockport and 21 (33%) in Tameside.

The ‘Bingo Sheet’ used at both events in included a s Appendix C.

Recommendation 3 : Where timescales allow, ensure that the events are publicised
well in advance and as widely as possible, with reminders being sent closer to the
date. This will ensure that as many residents as possible are aware of the events,
and will make certain that all groups who may wish to apply for funding are able to do
o}

Tameside felt that their choice of wording in the publicity had an impact on the number of
people who turned up to vote. They advertised their event as a ‘fun-day’, which implied that
residents could turn up at any point during the day and still participate. With hindsight they
would have made it clear in their publicity that residents had to arrive at 10am if they wanted
to take part in the voting.

Recommendation 4 : When producing publicity for the event, be clear about what
time the voting starts and make residents aware that they must arrive at this time to
participate in the voting. This will ensure maximum attendance for this part of the
event.

5.3.1 What Publicity Worked Best?

Upon entering the event, residents were asked to fill in Voter Registration Forms. In order to
identify the most effective methods of publicity, the forms included a question asking
residents where they had heard about the event. The results for each division are shown
below:

How Voters Heard About The Event Number

(Stockport)

Letter/flyer 74 48.7
From a community group 21 13.8
Family/friend 13 8.6
Church centre 12 7.9
Community Centre 12 7.9
Local police 11 7.2
Stockport Express 3 2.0
Other 6 3.9
Total 152 100.0
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How Voters Heard About The Event Number

QEWESTE)

Bidding group/organisation 52 40.6
Family/friends 22 17.2
Local press (newspaper/radio) 5 3.9
Oxford Park 5 3.9
Police 5 3.9
St Peter’s children’s centre 4 3.1
Through work 4 3.1
Letter/newsletter 4 3.1
St Peter’s Partnership 3 2.3
Community centre 3 2.3
Church centre 2 1.6
Other 19 14.8
Total 128 100.0

Of those who answered the question, the majority of voters in Stockport found out about the
event through the letters and flyers hand-delivered in the area, whilst community groups and
organisations bidding on the day were the main source of publicity for Tameside voters.
This is underlined by the fact that only 33% of those who completed a ‘Bingo Sheet’ at
Tameside agreed they had seen some publicity about the event.

At first glance, this may seem to suggest that the Stockport event drew a larger number of
‘independent’ residents who were not affiliated with a certain group and who found out about
the event through letters and flyers. However, when asked if they attended the PB event to
support a particular group or project, 91.4% of Stockport voters answered “yes”.

The results highlight the importance of community groups in ‘spreading the word’ about the
PB process and encouraging residents to come out and support them.

Good Practice 3 : Resident participation in PB events, especially in these early
stages of piloting PB, is driven by applicants encouraging residents to turn out and
support their projects. Through partnering contacts in the neighbourhoods and
information provided to bidders, both divisions ensured that community groups were
aware of their role in encouraging resident participation to ensure a successful event.

It also, however, highlights the need to attract members of the community who come simply
to get involved and have their say, rather than to support a particular group.

Recommendation 5 : As the use of PB to distribute funds increases, it will be
important to find ways to attract participation from members of the wider community,
in addition to residents with affiliations to particular groups.

@ O

‘It went far better than we could have ever
imagined and it was unbelievable how many
people turned up. Residents have had the chance
to have their say and can look forward to noticing
the difference the money will make in the area.”

Inspector Laura Escott, Stockport Po!iy
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5.4 The Application Process

Non-profit making community groups and organisations were invited to submit bids for
projects that would improve community safety in the neighbourhoods of Brinnington or St
Peter's. The maximum amount a group could bid for was £3,000 whilst the minimum was
£500. Both divisions received a good response with Stockport receiving 25 individual
applications (they were initially expecting 10) and Tameside 34.

The number and quality of the applications were considered successful outcomes by the
divisions and their partners. Both Stockport and Tameside were surprised that half of their
applications were submitted electronically, and were therefore pleased they had set up
dedicated email addresses.

The Steering Group on each division met to discuss the bids and remove any that did not
meet the criteria. The groups included divisional staff and those from partner organisations.
Tameside’s also included three residents (with previous experience on a small grants panel)
and local councillors. Reasons for bids not complying with the criteria were:

The proposal did not comply with the objective of increasing community safety in the
local area

The group excluded certain members of the community (e.g. groups who exclusively
cater for certain genders or religions)

The project would only benefit people outside of the defined neighbourhood

The project proposed was not feasible (e.g. fitting gates to the local park to prevent
nuisance from off-road bikes would prevent wheelchair users gaining access)

So as not to exclude smaller or less-established groups, both divisions allowed groups
without governance structures in place (e.g. no bank account or log book to account for
spending) to go through to the next stage. This was on the understanding, however, that
these issues would be rectified by the time the event was held. Stockport Neighbourhood
Renewal and St Peter’s Partnerships worked with these groups to put the necessary
structures in place.

Good Practice 4 : Supporting smaller or less-established groups to put governance
structures in place (such as opening bank accounts, setting up log books) ensures
that the PB process is as inclusive as possible.

To enable as many bids as possible to proceed to the next round, the conscious decision
was made to take a broad interpretation of the aim of ‘increasing community safety’. On the
application letter, examples of how this aim could be met were projects that:

- Divert young people away from ASB
- Develop relationships between the police and different generations
- Promote a healthier lifestyle away from alcohol, drugs or crime.

Once the Steering Groups had deliberated, 22 applications from Stockport and 20 from
Tameside were invited to the ‘decision day’ event (one group from Tameside withdrew their
application a few days before the event, meaning 19 groups presented on the day).

Full details of the projects invited to the events are provided in Appendix D.

5.4.1 Support Available
Both divisions offered support to potential applicants in the following ways:

Application forms were accompanied by guidance documents, which provided
examples of how projects could improve community safety. This was done to
demonstrate the range of activities that would fit the criteria.
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Applicants were provided with details for named points of contact within the
neighbourhood policing teams or their partners, and directed to contact them if they
required any help or guidance.
Tameside provided a ‘Tips’ document, which gave examples of projects that could
not be funded, to help applicants avoid the main pitfalls. It also gave some interesting
background facts on the area of St Peter’s and the crime and disorder issues of most
concern to residents, to help applicants tailor their proposals accordingly.
Tameside also told applicants not to worry too much over the actual application form,
as they would be happy to work with them on the proposal before the event. Groups
were encouraged to submit an application even if they were unsure as to its
eligibility.

The application forms are included in Appendix E, w hilst the accompanying guidance

is attached as Appendix F. Tameside’s ‘Tips’ docume  nt can be seen at Appendix G.

Good Practice 5 : Giving potential applicants practical information to help them form
a proposal (such as how projects could meet the set criteria, common pitfalls to avoid
and background information on the area) makes the PB process more accessible and
transparent to groups who may have little experience in applying for funding.

Questionnaires sent out to the community groups asked if they were aware of the support on
offer in putting together proposals. Of the 18 groups who returned a questionnaire, 13
(72%) said they were aware of the support. Of those who were aware, 7 (54%) took
advantage of the support on offer and all 7 (100%) found it useful. Support was provided by
the police and community development workers, and consisted of answering questions
about the application process, help filling in forms, and advice on putting information
together for the bid.

As mentioned earlier, a six-month lead-up time to the events would have enabled the
divisions to provide more support to potential applicants. It was mentioned by staff planning
the events that holding a series of meetings/workshops with community groups and
organisations would have enabled them to provide a better understanding of what PB is,
how the process works, how projects could fit the criteria and the type of information
required in the application form. This would perhaps encourage more groups to apply for
funding, as the application process would be less of a deterrent.

Recommendation 6 : In addition to sending out information to potential applicants,
arrange a series of meetings/workshops with community groups and organisations to
explain the PB process, encourage them to bid and provide support in putting
applications together.
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“It's been a good day. | hope
they do some more like this. ”

Local resident, Brinnington

6 The Events

The two pilot divisions adopted slightly different approaches to the PB events. Stockport’s
event was held on a Saturday afternoon, starting at 2pm and finishing at approximately
5.45pm. The full focus of the event was the PB process itself, with activities available for
children to keep them occupied whilst carers listened to the presentations and voted.
Stockport Council Play Development workers provided activities such as badge-making, arts
and crafts, football, face painting and supervision of a soft play area. Each child also
received an Easter egg as a gift. For the entertainment, there were lively performances from
the local Samba Band and Stockport Majorettes once the voting had finished.

Tameside planned their event on a larger scale and incorporated the PB process into a ‘fun-
day’ with the local community. The day started at 10am on a Saturday, with the
presentations/voting in the morning, results announced in the afternoon and activities
provided at each stage in between. The event was filmed and a DVD will be produced
showing the highlights of the day.

Tameside worked well with partner organisations to provide residents with a variety of
information and activities such as:

Climbing wall and sports activities (provided by St Peter’s Youth)
Bouncy castles
Driving simulator (Road Safety Unit)
Ambulance vehicle
Fire Engine
Mounted Police Unit
Firearms Unit demonstration
Police Dog demonstration
Scout Troup
Tameside Community Safety
Tameside Home Watch
Arts & crafts (e.g. painting, making Mother’s Day gifts)

Although residents attending the Tameside event enjoyed the breadth of activities, one
learning point was the start time. It was felt that a 10am start on a Saturday morning was too
early and would have discouraged people from attending. The voting hall itself did not fill up
until 11am and the event was at its busiest around 1pm.

Recommendation 7 : Avoid starting an event too early in the morning. The pilots
within GMP found that Saturday afternoon events, starting at around 1pm, would
attract the optimum number of residents.
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Both events provided a free buffet lunch and refreshments throughout the day, which were
very much appreciated by residents. Feedback shows that 67 (77%) of those who
completed a ‘Bingo Sheet’ in Stockport chose to circle “The food is good”, whilst 50 (78%) of
those in Tameside did the same.

The characteristics of each event brought different strengths. Tameside provided a wide
variety of activities and looked more professional in appearance (with a stage and branded
posters). The attendance of Chief Constable Peter Fahy increased the profile of the event.
However, Stockport produced a more lively and energetic atmosphere, which was partly
down to the conscious decision to keep the event relaxed and informal.

Staff planning the events noted the importance of knowing the community being targeted, in
order to tailor the event to best suit them. In this light, staff thought it was crucial that the
local Neighbourhood Policing Team played a central role in organising and running the
events. Local officers in Stockport, for example, knew that a formal event using outside
speakers would discourage people from attending. They purposefully kept the atmosphere
light and used a local, well-known officer to compere the day and bring some humour to the
proceedings. Tameside division had an excellent knowledge of the ethnic profile of St
Peter's and so provided a combination of cold buffet snacks and Halal food.

The location of the venues was also important. Stockport used a community centre in the
heart of Brinnington, which was well known by everyone in the area and within a short
walking distance of residents’ homes. Tameside took a similar approach, using a sports hall
in the centre of St Peter’s, which was well known and used by local residents.

Good Practice 6 : The involvement of the local Neighbourhood Policing Team in the
planning and running of an event is crucial, as they have detailed knowledge of the
community being targeted. This knowledge is crucial in tailoring an event to the
needs and preferences of local residents, in order to ensure maximum attendance.

e T

‘Residents of our local area really embraced the
opportunity to have their say on how this money
should be spent and we are now looking forward
to reaping the benefits that these extra
resources will provide.”

Councillor Jack Davis, Tameside Civic Mayor/
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6.1 Attendance

Stockport and Tameside had different ideas about the number of residents who would turn
up to vote on the day. Indeed, predicting how many residents would turn up was one of the
biggest challenges of planning the events. The divisions had no experience of running a PB
event and had to rely on attendance numbers from other community activities and
predictions from partner organisations working within the neighbourhoods. This naturally
made it very difficult to decide on matters such as

the size of the venue, the number of voting forms

to print and the amount of food to provide for

lunch, for example.

On the day, approximately 200 adults and 70
children attended the Stockport event, whilst 350-
400 people attended Tameside’s fun day. Using
the Voter Registration Forms (and paper voting
slips), we know that 159 of those who attended
Stockport's event voted, whilst 168 from the
Tameside event cast their vote.

Stockport were initially expecting a maximum of It's Up 2 U', Tameside

100 voters so were pleased with the turnout. Tameside, however, had planned a much
bigger event and so were slightly disappointed with the number of residents who actually
voted. Despite this, however, the attendance rates can be seen as a great achievement,
especially given the fact that the PB Unit deemed 80-100 residents to be a success. They
are also an achievement given the fact that Stockport previously attracted a maximum of 40
people to police events, and residents in both areas are less likely than those in the divisions
and Force overall to have attended events such as these (GMP neighbourhood surveys,
quarter 3 2008/9):

% Residents who have attended a meeting or taken pa  rt in consultation or activities
relating to crime and disorder in their local area

Oct-Dec 2008 Neighbourhood result Divisional result | Force-wide result
Brinnington 3.6% 5% 6%
Ashton St Peter’s 2.9% 6% 6%

As Tameside had higher expectations of attendance
figures, they were better prepared with a large venue
and enough seating. In one respect, Stockport was a
victim of its own success, with the number of voters
exceeding the size of the hall and the number of
chairs. Indeed, when asked what could be improved
for future events, several voters stated either a bigger
venue or extra seating.

‘You Say We Pay’, Stockport

Recommendation 8 : Although difficult to predict the number of residents who will
turn up, these pilots should be used as a guide for future events to ensure that a
sufficiently large venue is booked and seating organised.
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6.2 Organisation

Given the time constraints on planning the events, both were very well organised and
several positive comments were left by residents about the organisation:

What's the best thing about today?

“Well organised and informative.” (Stockport)

“Organisation very good.” (Stockport)

“Well organised, very good community spirit.” (Stockport)

“Well organised and enjoyed all the event.” (Tameside)

“Organisation very good.” (Tameside)

“Well organised and involving local people.” (Tameside)

“The whole event was well organised - well done everybody!” (Tameside)

Feedback from residents showed that Tameside voters were more likely than those in
Stockport to say that the event was well organised — 54 (84%) of Tameside voters circled
the statement “The day is well organised” on their ‘Bingo Sheet’, compared to 59 (68%) of
Stockport voters.

However, feedback relating to organisation at Stockport was mainly a result of the
unexpectedly high turnout and is an example of how Stockport could be seen as ‘victims of
their own success’. To improve the event in future, residents suggested a bigger venue,
more electronic voting pads, more seating and extra rubbish bins. Three voters also
commented on the amount of time it took to count the votes after the presentations. This
was down to having to count a higher number of paper voting forms than expected, and the
time taken to tally these results with those collected automatically through the ‘Ask the
Audience’ equipment.

Recommendation 9 : Both divisions had a detailed plan of how the votes would be
counted and points allocated, and had prepared spreadsheets to calculate this.
Some voters, however, still felt they were left waiting too long for the results to be
announced. Ensure an event has enough staff members assigned to counting votes,
to make the process as fast as possible.

Residents provided other suggestions as to how the events could be better organised, and
these are provided below:

What could be improved fo r future events?

“Move the children's facilities next door into the youth club.” (Stockport)

“A sophisticated voting system needs a sophisticated system to record who has
machines and who has returned them. Took too long to get in and get started.”
(Stockport. Due to the value of the electronic handsets, voters were asked to sign
them out before entering the event, which involved queuing.)

“The way you arrange the food - it should be split to have food up and downstairs
so there's no waiting on the stairs.” (Tameside. The venue was such that the
buffet had to be put on the first floor, which entailed people queuing up the stairs.)

“Don't give the panic alarms to children.” (Tameside. The Community Safety
Team gave out panic alarms to children who then kept activating them in the hall.)

24



PB Evaluation Report — April 2009

6.3 The Presentations

22 applicants in Stockport and 19 in Tameside were invited
to present their proposals in front of local residents attending
the decision day events. To ensure the audience did not get
restless, the presentations had to be no longer than three
minutes long, and each was timed to ensure fairness. ‘I's Up 2 U’, Tameside

It was explained to voters at both events that they were to vote on the quality of the projects
put forward, rather than on the quality of the presentations. It was interesting to note,
however, that although the professionalism of the presentations (their use of PowerPoint or
‘seasoned’ public speakers etc.) did not affect the number of votes they received, there were
other aspects that did have an impact. Examples are given below:

In Stockport, two groups (Street Soccer and Dance & Drama Group) were not there
to give the presentation themselves and instead asked the police officer leading the
event to read out a speech on their behalf. These speeches did not capture the
attention of the audience and both came near the bottom in the results (22" and 17"
respectively out of 22).

Although the speakers did not need to be particularly confident or professional, they
did need to be clear on what the money would be spent on. Those who did not make
this clear tended to receive fewer votes (e.g. Cheshire Cat Football Club, Stockport,
came 20™and Greenscape, Tameside, did not receive any funding).

Enthusiasm and humour were two key factors of the presentations that received the
most votes. Projects like 2™ Ashton Scouts (Tameside) and Friends of Brinnington
Park (Stockport) gave passionate pleas to the audience, which affected sympathy
from voters whilst also using humour to win them over.

Recommendation 10 : To a certain extent, the content of the presentations did have
an impact on the number of votes a project received. Guidance should be given to all
groups to help them prepare clear, engaging presentations, e.g. offering simple
pointers such as “make it clear what the money will be used for” and “tell the
audience how this project will benefit them”.

It is also important to use an effective PA system, as not being able to hear what a project is
about could significantly affect the voting. Although both events made use of a PA system,
there were a few comments from voters that it was not clear enough. From observation,
however, this was mainly down to presenters not holding the microphone correctly.

What could be improved for future events?

“A better PA system.” (Tameside)

“Better sound system.” (Stockport)

“A better microphone.” (Stockport)

“A louder, clearer PA system.” (Stockport)

“The PA system was too low, could not hear.” (Stockport)
“A better speaker system.” (Stockport)
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Recommendation 11 : Ensure that the PA system is loud enough so that everyone at
the event can hear each presentation and therefore make an informed decision when
voting. A large part of this is ensuring that presenters use the microphone correctly
and hold it close enough to their mouth when speaking.

The characteristics of a group or project could also affect the voting, for example the location
of a group. Voters in Stockport felt a great sense of ownership of the money and wanted it to
benefit their own area and local community groups. This was evident when NK Theatre Arts
were heckled when they revealed in their presentation that they were based in Romley.
They were voted second to last, and this bad feeling was despite the fact they were
proposing to work with schools in Brinnington.

There are also definite challenges when trying to focus money on groups which engage with
people who may otherwise be offending/at risk of offending, and this was evident at
Stockport's event. 'Street Soccer' is aimed at people with criminal convictions, however the
residents voting at the event gave it the least amount of points. From observation of the
group's presentation, and the reaction of residents in the room, it was clear that mentioning
this fact had a significant impact on the number of votes it received - an observation
supported by an officer present.

One solution to this may be for local service providers, rather than the community, to come
up with a number of projects to support these ‘at risk' people, which residents then vote on.
However, this could be seen as diluting the PB process and the empowerment of residents
to decide how best to tackle the problems in their community.

N

“Brinnington residents really embraced the
opportunity to have their say on how this money
should be spent in the community which is very
encouraging.”

Councillor Sue Derbyshire, Stockport Council/
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6.4 The Voting

6.4.1 Information Provided

On entering each event, voters were provided It's Up 2 U’, Tameside
with the following information:

Voter Registration Form — to collect information on where voters heard about the
event, and their age, gender and ethnicity. Stockport’'s form also asked for each
voter’s address (to ensure they lived in Brinnington) and whether they had come to
support a particular group/project.

Running Order of Presentations — Stockport’s sheet contained information
explaining how the voting would work and the running order of the day. Tameside did
not include this information, however they did include a brief explanation about what
each group was proposing to do with the money.

Voting Slip/Electronic Voting Pad — Tameside decided to use paper ballot slips for
all voters, whilst Stockport primarily used the electronic ‘Ask The Audience’
equipment. As there were only 90 electronic pads available, and turnout was higher
than expected, these were supplemented by paper forms. The electronic equipment
worked well at keeping residents engaged and created a lively atmosphere in the
room, as it showed a graph of how residents had voted immediately after each
presentation. If there were sufficient pads available for all voters, organisers would
definitely use them again in future. However, the time taken to collate the paper and
electronic votes has lead organisers to say that they would use only one method of
voting.

Feedback Forms - voters were asked to answer five key questions on their opinions
about PB, the voting process, the projects and the event. In Tameside these
questions were asked on the reverse of the paper ballot slips, whilst in Stockport
they were asked via the Ask the Audience equipment once voting had finished.

Stockport's Voter Registration Form is attached as Appendix H and the paper voting
forms from each division are included as Appendix |

Each division’s information had its own strengths and weaknesses. Tameside’s looked more
professional, with the ‘It's Up 2 U’ logo and branding evident throughout. It also provided
useful information about what each project proposed. Stockport's was not as visually
appealing but it did provide an explanation of how the voting would work and a running order
for the day. The running order was crucial in informing residents that the results would be
announced on the day — a fact that was not made clear to voters at the Tameside event.

Recommendation 12 : Make residents aware of the running order of the day so that
they know when their input is expected, when refreshment breaks are planned and
when the results will be announced. This will ensure maximum attendance for each
part of the event.
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Good Practice 7 : Combine elements of the information given out at both events. As a
minimum, the information pack should contain a voter registration form (to monitor
attendance and representation), a list of the groups presenting (with a brief explanation
of their proposals), an explanation of how the voting will work, and a clear running
order for the day. Any voting forms used should include explicit instructions to score
every group, and to score them on the quality of the proposal rather than the
presentation.

If using an electronic voting system, it is important to have paper ballot slips available in
case of any technical difficulties. Stockport had these back-up slips available so were able
to hand them out quickly when some electronic voting pads failed mid-way through the
presentations. It is also vital to be prepared with enough voting slips for an unexpectedly
high turnout.

Good Practice 8 : To ensure the smooth running of the voting process, have reserve
stocks of paper voting slips available in case of an unexpectedly high turnout or
technical difficulties with electronic voting pads.

6.4.2 The Voting Process

Both divisions met with their respective Steering Groups to decide on the minimum age for
voting. It was agreed that residents aged 13 and above would be permitted to vote, as
divisions did not want to exclude young people from voting for projects aimed specifically at
them.

Residents were asked to vote immediately after each presentation, to ensure that the aims
of each group were fresh in people’s minds. The two divisions used different rating scales in
the voting process, and the wording of the questions is provided below.

Stockport used the following wording:
After listening to each presentation you will be asked: “How much money would you like to

give to this project?” You should select your answer by circling either:

ALL of the amount requested

MOST of the amount requested
SOME of the amount requested
NONE of the amount requested

Tameside voters were asked to rate the projects on a scale of 1 to 5:

1 = Poor

2 = Average
3 =Good

4 = Very good

5 = Excellent
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6.4.3 Ensuring Fairness

Ensuring the voting process is fair, and perceived as such by residents, is vitally important in
building people’s confidence in PB. To guarantee this, only fully completed ballot papers (i.e.
where voters had given a score for every project) were counted. As previously mentioned,
this fact would have ideally been made clear on the voting forms. Stockport also ensured the
same rules applied to the electronic voters, by waiting until everyone with a handheld pad
had voted before moving on to the next presentation.

Accepting only fully completed voting forms meant that residents could not enter the events
late or leave part way through, if they wanted their votes to count. To try and keep this
problem to a minimum, Stockport made it clear in their pre-publicity that:

“To ensure the voting system is fair, no latecomers will be allowed to vote once the
presentations have started, so please ensure you arrive by 2pm.”

Tameside stressed in the introductory talk that voters would need to stay for the duration of
the presentations, and delayed the start of the voting slightly to ensure that any latecomers
could participate fully.

Good Practice 9 : Make it clear to residents before and during the event that if they
arrive late, or leave early, their votes cannot be counted. This will ensure that the
voting process is fair and perceived as such by community groups and residents,
thereby building confidence in PB as a method of distributing funding.

To measure residents’ perceptions of fairness, voters were asked if they thought the events
were a fair way of distributing money to local groups and organisations. Encouragingly, the
majority of voters at each event agreed that PB is a fair method of distributing funding:

Is this event a fair way of distributing money to No. who
local groups and organisations? No voted
Stockport 85% 15% 67
Tameside 90% 10% 135

Only one comment relating to fairness was picked up through the ‘Bingo Sheets’ or the
community group questionnaires. One group member from Tameside commented:

“Make voting fair - some people had more than 1 [voting] sheet. Tell each group
the same thing about how many people can do the presentation.”

Apart from this, all other groups who completed a questionnaire (17 out of 18, 94%) agreed
that “the process is a fair way of distributing money to local groups and organisations”.
Indeed, one group member from Brinnington commented:

“I had doubts before the meeting but was very impressed with how fair everyone
voted.”

Recommendation 13 : To maintain perceptions of fairness, ensure that voters have
only one voting form each and that consistent information is provided to all
community groups presenting, e.g. information on the number of people who can give
the presentation, what visual aids can be used etc.
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6.5 The Results

Results were announced during the second half of
each event, after lunch. At both events, a raffle was
held before the results were given and this worked
particularly well in getting everyone seated and
ready to begin the second half of the day.

‘You Say We Pay’, Stockport
Both divisions calculated their results using a points
system. For each vote cast, a specific number of points was given to each group. For
example, in Stockport each vote for all of the money was counted as 3 points, most of the
money as 2 points, some of the money as 1 point and none of the money as 0 points. To be
eligible to receive any money, a bid must have received a minimum of 15 points.

Although both divisions used a points system, they divided the money up in different ways:

Stockport - divided the £30,000 proportionally according to the number of points a
project received. This meant that the top 6 bids received 100% of what they asked
for, the next bid 92%, the next 3 bids received 90%; the next 5 65%; the next 5 40%
and the final 2 received 25%. Using this system, all groups received at least some of
the money they had requested.

Tameside — gave the top groups all of the money they had requested, until the ‘pot’
of £35,000 ran out. This meant that the top 14 groups received all of the money they
requested, whilst the group in 15" place was part-funded. The remaining 4 groups
were not funded.

Residents at Stockport appeared to support the idea that no group should leave empty-
handed. During lunch (before it was announced that all groups had in fact received some
money) one resident commented:

“It's all about Brinnington; why can't we all have some of the money instead of
some getting all and others getting none.”

Staff members commented that, although it was more work to calculate the final results,
giving every group at least some money meant they all left with a positive impression of the
police and PB. They thought that the difference in the percentages given still demonstrated
the realities of having to prioritise areas when setting public budgets. They did note,
however, that if an event was run in the area again, groups might become wise to the
system and all bid for the maximum of £3,000 to ensure they received a good amount
regardless of the percentage allocated to them.

However, there was no feedback from Tameside residents that they disliked that some
groups received no money. In addition, organisers stated a preference for this method, as it
was more reflective of the difficulties faced when allocating public budgets, and gave
residents a better understanding that not everything can be funded. The community group
questionnaires were designed to capture whether losing out on the money would deter
groups from applying for funding in this way again. Due to only four groups receiving no
money, and none of these returning a questionnaire, this information is unavailable.
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What we can say, however, is that being only part-funded would not deter groups from going
through the PB process again. Of the 18 questionnaires received from community groups,
12 groups received some of the money they requested and all 12 (100%) ticked that they
would apply for funding in this way again.

There are pros and cons for both of these methods and, with limited feedback from residents
and groups, it is a decision for the event’s Steering Group to make. Some considerations
may be:

If a group only receives some of the money they requested, will their project still be
able to go ahead?

If every group ‘wins’, does this prevent residents from realising that authorities (such
as the police, council) cannot fund everything that is needed, and that difficult
choices have to be made with a limited budget?

Will not winning any money promote negative feelings towards PB and deter groups
from applying again?

/Thls event demonstrates the great effect a\

small amount of money can have on a
community; it makes such an impact. And it
being voted for means much more than if
they were just given it. ”

%Bryn Meredith, Brinnington/
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6.5.1 Stockport ‘“You Say We Pay’ Results

Position | Project
name/applicant Requested Awarded

Brinnington Community £2,788.75 £2,788 | 100%
Centre

2 Friends of Brinnington £2,867 £2,867 | 100%
Park

3 Brinnington Activity £2,160 £2,160 | 100%
Group (BAGS)

4 Brinnington Karate £700 £700 | 100%
Club

5 1st Brinnington £1,132.20 £1,132 | 100%
Rainbows

6 12th Stockport Scout £1,790 £1,790 | 100%
Group

7 Neonettes Morris £3,000 £2,749 92%
Dancers

8 Brinnington Rise £3,000 £2,700 90%
Allotment Society

9 Brinnington Lantern £900 £810 90%
Group

10 Tame Valley Women'’s £700 £630 90%
Club

11 St Luke’s Parish £2,009.75 £1,305 65%
Centre

12 1st Brinnington £1,740 £1,131 65%
Brownies

13 1st Brinnington Guides £1,029 £668 65%

14 Midweek Group £3,000 £1,950 65%

15 Brinnington Samba £3,000 £1,950 65%
Band

16 Brinnington Boxing £3,000 £1,200 40%
Club

17 Brinnington Dance and £2,000 £800 40%
Drama

18 2nd Brinnington £2,080 £832 40%
Brownies

19 Brinnington Ward £710 £284 40%
Labour Club Football
Team

20 Cheshire Cat Football £1,700 £680 40%
Club

21 NK Theatre Arts £2,650 £663 25%

22 Street Soccer £845.79 £211 25%
Stockport

Totals £42,802.49 £30,000
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6.5.2 Tameside ‘It's Up 2 U’ Results

Position | Project
name/appllcant Requested Awarded

2" Ashton Scouts £3,000 £3,000 | 100%
David Yules (Local £3,000 £3,000 | 100%
Resident)

3 St Peter’s Youth £3,000 £3,000 | 100%

4 Youth Services at £1,583 £1,583 | 100%
Oxford Park

5 PDC Youth Network £2,874 £2,874 | 100%

6 Tameside Crown £992 £992 | 100%
Green Bowling

7 Tameside, Oldham & £3,000 £3,000 | 100%
Glossop MIND

8 CASPER Communities £2,100 £2,100 | 100%
Across St Peter’s

9 Ashton Allstars £2,991 £2,991 | 100%

10 Pioneer Gardens £1,082 £1,082 | 100%

11 A-U-L Cricket, Bowls & £3,000 £3,000 | 100%
Tennis Club

12 Oxford Park Vet's £910 £910 | 100%
Bowling Club

13 Kimberley Gill (Local £2,294 £2,294 | 100%
Resident)

14 Audenshaw Allotment £3,000 £3,000 | 100%
& Garden Holders

15 Holy Trinity FAST Club £3,000 £2,174 72%

16 Greenscape £2,100 - 0%

17 Ashton West End £500 - 0%
Residents’ Association

18 Ashton YP £1,029 - 0%

19 New Charter Housing — £2,300 - 0%
Gibbon Terrace

Totals £41,755 £35,000

Successful Applicants, ‘It's Up 2 U’ Tameside
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G N

‘People in the local community have
been given the choice and been able
to vote for what they want, instead

of it being decided for them. ”

Local resident, Brinnington
7 Post Event V g n

7.1 Arranging Payment

Each community group/organisation was contacted the week following the event to collect
their bank details, arrange payment and sign a contract between themselves and GMPA
(Greater Manchester Police Authority). Organisers found that this stage took longer then
expected, especially checking that all groups now had the necessary governance structures
in place.

The contract was taken from the PB Unit toolkit and confirmed as fit for purpose by the
GMPA legal team prior to the events. However, it was only noticed shortly before meeting
with the successful groups that there were certain clauses that both divisions needed to
amend. For example, providing groups with 70% of the funding straight away and 30% once
the project is established would not work, as the deadline for allocating the Home Office
funding was 31°% March 20009.

There was uncertainty as to whether amending the contract was acceptable to both the legal
team and the PB Unit. Getting this confirmed, and the contracts signed before the end-of-
March deadline, was slightly rushed and would have been easier if the contracts had been
reviewed, amended and confirmed before the event.

Recommendation 14 : Although planning the actual event can be time consuming, it
is important to set aside an appropriate amount of time to plan what will happen once
the event is over. Finalise and confirm any contracts well in advance, and have a
plan that covers how bank details will be collected and how money will be transferred
to the successful groups.

There was also confusion over invoicing. As divisional finance representatives had not been
made fully aware of the PB pilots, they were unsure as to where the funding had come from
and where it was being held within the Force. Not knowing which budget to pay the invoices
from entailed more work for the finance team and for those who had to source the
information for them. There was also the practical difficulty of raising the cheques, as all
cheques over £500 have to be confirmed by Force HQ. For future events, it would be good
practice to include a finance representative on the Steering Group to ensure they are fully
up-to-date with the PB process and ready for the invoices that appear on their desk once the
event has been run.

Recommendation 15 : To avoid any confusion over invoicing post-event, ensure that
the DFAM (Divisional Finance & Administration Manager) is included on the Steering
Group for the PB event so that he/she is fully aware of where the funding originated,
where it is being held, and the types of invoices that will need to be paid.
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7.2 Providing Support

Contacting all of the groups from the event provided the opportunity for divisions and their
partners to provide any further support. For example, groups that received none or only part
of the money they requested were signposted to alternative sources of funding, e.g. through
Neighbourhood Renewal Teams or organisations such as HANDS (Health & Neighbourhood
Development). One unsuccessful group at Tameside is being funded through the Council
whilst the Community Safety Unit is addressing a problem raised by a project that did not
pass the Steering Group stage in Stockport (due to it restricting wheelchair access).

At Tameside, each PCSO in the Neighbourhood Policing Team has been assigned three
groups to support throughout the implementation of their projects, and monitor that they are
spending their money as stated. Groups will also receive advice and guidance from St
Peter's Partnerships who co-organised the event. Stockport are offering a similar level of
support, with the Neighbourhood Renewal Team advising and monitoring projects for the
next twelve months and beyond.

Good Practice 10 : It is important not to abandon links with community groups once
the events have finished. Ensure plans are in place to support successful groups to
implement their projects, if necessary, and to signpost unsuccessful groups to
alternative sources of funding.

7.3 Feeding Back Results To The Community

A vital stage in the PB process is to feedback the results of the events to the wider
community. It is important to inform local residents in a timely fashion about the successes
of the event, including the types of groups and projects that were funded, in order to
increase awareness of PB and encourage future participation. Both Stockport and
Tameside used their divisional communications officers to ensure this happened.

Tameside demonstrated a proactive approach to publicising the successes of the event, with
a front-page article in the Tameside Reporter the week after the money was allocated. (The
newspaper article is included at Appendix J ). Articles were also placed on the St Peter’s
Partnerships website and in the Tameside Strategic Partnership’s newsletter, which is sent
to over 100 people including all organisations in the partnership and the
voluntary/community sector. This will raise awareness of PB within these organisations and
possibly generate interest in holding or participating in events in the future.

Stockport took a similar approach, ensuring that residents were informed of the successful
groups through articles in the local Stockport Express newspaper and on the Safer
Stockport Partnership website. The Neighbourhood Renewal newsletter also contained a
feature on the event.

It is equally important to publicise the successes of individually funded projects, for example
photos in local newspapers of the Kickboxing Club in their new kit, or the Scout Hut having
new windows fitted. This will generate further awareness of PB and demonstrate how GMP
is helping to tackle issues of concern within local communities, thereby helping to increase
trust and confidence. Stockport have already made long-term plans for this, and will be
holding an event twelve months after the PB day to showcase the achievements of the
successful projects.

Good Practice 11 : To increase awareness of PB and generate future participation, it
is essential to feedback the results of the event to the wider community and to
publicise the successes of individual projects. Methods used by Stockport and
Tameside include articles and photographs in local newspapers and newsletters, and
showcase events once the projects are established.
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The costs associated with running the events (excluding GMP staff time) are as follows:

Activity Stockport Tameside
Advertising in local media (radio/newspapers) £0 £650
Printing costs (leaflets/forms/posters) £145 £1,758
Distribution of letters/flyers £0 £0
Venue hire (including seating, cleaning) £100 £830
Audio-visual equipment £12 £0
Catering (food/refreshments) £850 £2,600
Activities (face painting, sports, bouncy castles) £260 £590
Raffle prizes £280 £0
Photographer/film crew £0 £1,000
Non-GMP staff costs (e.g. Play Development Workers, £430 £0
performers, designers, helpers)

Other £273 £50
Total £2,350 £7,478

Stockport division allocated £3,000 for the running of the event, and came in under-budget
at £2,350. Due to the larger scale of Tameside’s event, £7,000 was budgeted. The total
cost was around £500 more, although this over-spend was sourced from other divisional
budgets.

Divisions were also asked to estimate the amount of time staff had spent planning and
running the events. Stockport calculated that the event entailed a total of 230 police hours,
whilst Tameside gave a total of 268 police hours. These estimates include time spent
planning and organising, delivering publicity and officer attendance at the event.

Staff time spent organising another PB event would be significantly reduced, as the
blueprints for a successful event now exist. A lot of time was spent designing documents
and planning processes from scratch, however these now exist ready to be used as
templates in the future. Divisions are now aware of the key stages in planning an event, and
the timescales associated with them. Documents like publicity flyers/letters, application
forms and contracts have already been produced and, with slight amendments from lessons
learnt, could be used again for subsequent events.

To make this easier, it may be useful to produce a toolkit specifically tailored to organising
PB events within GMP, or the police service as a whole. This could include items such as a
table outlining key stages, template flyers and application forms, and tips taken from the
experiences of the two pilots.

Recommendation 16 : To reduce the time and cost taken to organise future events, it
would be useful for an organisation such as the PB Unit to produce a toolkit
specifically designed to help police forces organise PB events. Including tips on
good practice would ensure that lessons learnt from these initial pilots are
disseminated widely.
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“Was one of the best community
events | have attended...and it
was organised by the police! ”

Local resident, St Peter’s

9 Did The Pilots Meet Their Objectives?

To provide a clear vision of what the pilots were intended to achieve, specific objectives
were set at the start of the process. Using feedback collected from residents, community
groups and staff members, this section will look at the extent to which these objectives were
met.

9.1 “Fund projects to improve community safety”

This was a fundamental objective of the PB pilots, as the overall aim of distributing the
money was to fund projects that improved community safety issues in the priority
neighbourhoods. However, this is also one of the most difficult objectives to measure.

The aims of the successful projects certainly focused on pertinent community safety issues,
and some examples of these are given below.

Stockport

Brinnington Allotment Society - after repeated incidents of sheds being vandalised
and set on fire, the group won money to replace the fencing around the allotments to
combat this problem.

St Luke's Church - won money to install a security camera to combat increasing
levels of vandalism to the church centre.

12" Stockport Scout Group — won money to replace rotting windows that are 42
years old and pose a serious security risk.

Brinnington Activity Group - one of the group's aims is to make older and
vulnerable residents aware of the latest scams and provide advice on personal
safety issues. They won money to provide transport for these residents to attend the

group.
Tameside

St Peter's Youth — won money to buy equipment and clothing for young people to
get involved in the kickboxing club, channeling their energy and aggression through
sport instead of anti-social behaviour.

Local Residents’ Committee — won money to regenerate an area of wasteland
currently prone to graffiti and litter. The land will be developed into a play area and
seating for children and parents.

Audenshaw Allotment Society - the previous hut was destroyed by vandals so the
money will be used to erect a solid concrete building that can be used by children
when they visit the allotments, and will provide wheelchair access.

Youth Service (Oxford Park) — won money to purchase sports equipment to
provide activities for young people 7 days a week, engaging teenagers and helping
divert them from ASB. The police will be invited along to interact with young people
through sport.
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It could be argued that the divisions should have taken a stricter approach to the definition of
‘improving community safety’. However, both divisions deliberately used a broad
interpretation to ensure all issues of concern to the community were addressed, and to allow
the maximum number of groups to get involved in and be enthusiastic about the process.

To measure how successful the groups were in achieving their aims will involve longer-term
monitoring and evaluation, which will be carried out in six months time. This longer-term
evaluation will be important as the PB process aims to create sustainable projects in which
the police will have a lasting involvement. Even then, however, it is important to
acknowledge the difficulties in attributing any reduction in crime/ASB levels to the work of
one particular group.

Despite the difficulties in measuring the impact on actual community safety, it is important to
note that residents believed that the projects would serve a crime and disorder purpose,
which is perhaps equally important given the recent shift towards measuring people’s
confidence in the police. Voters at both events were asked the question “Do you think the
projects at this event will help improve community safety in the area?” Encouragingly, the
vast majority answered “yes”:

Do you think the projects at this event will help No. who
improve community safety in the area? No voted
Stockport 96.4% 3.6% 55
Tameside 97.1% 2.9% 136

9.2 “Empower local residents” and “Promote particip atory
democracy”

By its very nature, the PB process empowered residents to tailor funding to local priorities,
as they had the opportunity to vote for projects they felt would best address the priorities in
their area. This is supported by the fact that a large number of residents at each event
chose to circle the statement “| feel I'm having a real say in what happens where | live” on
their ‘Bingo Sheet’ — 59 (68%) in Stockport and 40 (63%) in Tameside.

Linked in with this is the objective to promote participatory democracy. This is done through
creating opportunities for everybody to contribute to decision-making, rather than deferring
responsibility to elected leaders. Every resident aged 13 and over in Brinnington and St
Peter's was invited to vote and the qualitative feedback shows that voters did feel
empowered, and were very positive about their opportunity to participate in decision-making:

What's the best thing about today?

“That | get a say in what is funded in my local community.” (Stockport)
“Having input into where money goes.” (Stockport)

“People are allowed to make their voice heard.” (Stockport)

“That | can have a say in who gets what.” (Stockport)

“It's about time we could voice our opinions.” (Stockport)

“People in the local community have been given the choice and been able to vote
for what they want, instead of it being decided for them.” (Stockport)

“Being involved in the voting process.” (Tameside)
“Involving local people.” (Tameside)
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Another way to measure the success of these objectives is to find out if residents feel they
have more of a say in local issues as a result of the events. This can be done by comparing
results from GMP’s quarterly neighbourhood surveys before and after the PB process. This
will be addressed in the longer-term evaluation and will look at questions such as “To what
extent do you agree/disagree that you can influence decisions affecting your local area?”
and “How much do you agree/disagree that the police seek people’s views about the ASB
and crime issues that matter in this area?” However, as with most long-term objectives, it is
important to bear in mind that many other factors will have an impact on whether residents
feel they can have their say.

9.3 “Increase community cohesion”

A key theme that emerged from the feedback provided by residents was how the events
helped bring different parts of the community together. Results from the ‘Bingo Sheets’ show
that 65 (75%) of those voters who completed a form in Stockport, and 50 (78%) of those in
Tameside circled the statement “Days like this bring different parts of the community
together”.

This was supported further by qualitative feedback:

What's the best thing about today?

“Very good community spirit, had conversations with people | probably wouldn't
have done otherwise.” (Stockport)

“So many local people getting involved.” (Stockport)

“Everyone getting together to have a say about their community.” (Stockport)
“Meeting members of my wider community.” (Stockport)

“The community all getting together.” (Stockport)

“The people | met and the community came together.” (Tameside)

“The community coming together and enjoying the day.” (Tameside)

“The coming together of different people young and old.” (Tameside)

“A very good cross-section of the community and a great turnout.” (Tameside)

“The community getting together to support groups, and different cultures
enjoying the day.” (Tameside)

9.4 “Promote ownership of the local area and itsis  sues”

This is one of the most challenging objectives to measure, as it is difficult to assess the level
of responsibility residents feel for their surroundings and the factors that affect this. The aim
of several groups was to promote ownership of neighbourhood resources, so that residents
feel more responsibility for them and are more likely to look after them long-term. Examples
of these projects are given below:

Crown Green Bowling (Tameside) — won money to purchase bowling equipment to
involve young people. Getting children involved will lead to greater respect for the
green and help prevent recent vandalism.

Pioneer Gardens (Tameside) — plan to get residents together to clean up ‘grot
spots’ and to grow produce on the allotments. This will help residents to feel proud
of their area and want to protect it from vandalism/littering.

Residents’ Committee (Tameside) — will use funds to regenerate wasteland into a
wildlife area. Old and young residents will help to clear up the area so will feel
ownership over it and self-police it against vandals.

39



PB Evaluation Report — April 2009

Brinnington Lantern Group  (Stockport) — are going to purchase children’s bowls
sets to use on park’s bowling green. They have seen that children who feel a greater
sense of ownership of the park are less likely to vandalise it.

Community groups will be re-visited in six months time to see how far their objectives have
been realised, and to see if their plans to promote ownership of the local area have
produced any significant results.

9.5 “Involve all sections of the community”

One of the objectives of the pilots was to involve all sections of the community, thereby
increasing the equality of access to decision-making. This was achieved through both the
number and profile of residents who attended the events.

Upon arriving at the venues, residents were asked to complete ‘Voter Registration Forms’
which, apart from counting the number of people voting, also collected information on age,
ethnicity and gender. When this information is compared to that of each area overall, it is
evident that the residents attending the events were largely representative of the overall
populations of the two neighbourhoods. This provides evidence that the PB pilots were
successful, particularly in Tameside, in involving traditionally ‘*harder-to-reach’ groups such
as younger residents and ethnic minority groups.

Residents Profile - Brinnington Overall % PB Event %
Gender Male 48.7 34.4
Female 51.3 65.6
Age 0-15 23.85 6.6 (13-15 yr olds)
16-24 10.77 7.9
25-44 29.1 30.3
45-64 20.91 22.4
65-84 13.6 29.6
85+ 1.75 3.3
Ethnicity Asian/Asian British 0.87 -
Black/Black British 0.42 -
Chinese 0.31 -
Mixed heritage 0.99 1.4
White/White British 97.39 98.7

Other ethnic group - -
Prefer not to say - -

Residents Profile - St Peter’s Overall % PB Event %
Gender Male 50.3 52.0
Female 49.7 48.0
Age 0-15 21.96 1.4 (13-15 yr olds)
16-24 12.17 21.9
25-44 31.62 43.8
45-64 20.69 18.5
65-84 11.51 14.4
85+ 2.06 -
Ethnicity Asian/Asian British 17.44 25.4
Black/Black British 0.38 -
Chinese 0.48 -
Mixed heritage 0.96 -
White/White British 80.73 74.6

Other ethnic group - -
Prefer not to say - -
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Good Practice 12 : Both divisions worked closely with partner organisations to
ensure they made best use of their links with different sections of the community (e.g.
youth networks, ethnic minority groups). This encouraged bids from a wide variety of
groups who in turn brought supporters from sections of the community who would not
normally attend events such as these.

There is, however, scope to improve this further through increased publicity. As mentioned
previously in this report, two residents noted that they would have liked to apply for funding
but did not know about the event in time. A significant number also thought, “The event
wasn't advertised very well in our area.” — 10 residents in Stockport (12%) and 12 in
Tameside (19%) circled this statement on their ‘Bingo Sheet'.

9.6 “Increase public understanding of budget alloca tion”

To gain some measure of this objective, voters who completed a ‘Bingo Sheet’ were asked if
they agreed with the statement "I know more about the difficult choices police have to make
with a limited budget”. Lower proportions circled this than other statements on the sheet —
30 (34%) in Stockport and 30 (47%) in Tameside.

In addition, some comments received from community groups demonstrate that they did not
fully understand the reality of budget allocation:

How do you think the process could be improved?

“Everyone should have got an equal amount [of money].” (Stockport)

“They shouldn’t have had a ‘give them nothing’ button [on the voting pad].”
(Stockport)

It could have been explained to participants that, as with large public budgets, not all
projects can be funded and difficult decisions have to be made about which should be
prioritised. Participants would then have been more aware of the link between PB and the
realities that public bodies face with limited budgets.

Recommendation 17 : To increase public understanding of budget allocation, make
participants more aware of the links between PB and the realities faced by public
bodies when allocating a limited budget. It is important they understand that, in both
cases, not all projects can be funded and that difficult decisions must be made as to
which are prioritised.

9.7 “Increase trust and confidence in the police”

One of the challenges of evaluating community engagement is trying to measure the
success of more intangible objectives such as increasing trust and confidence in the police.
One way of doing this will be to use GMP’s quarterly neighbourhood surveys to see if results
to the following question increase in the specified neighbourhoods after the event - “How
much do you agree/disagree with the statement taking everything into account, | have
confidence in the police in this area?”®

6 Looking at results from these surveys will form part of the longer-term evaluation of the pilots, which
will be conducted in September 2009.
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These results will only be available, however, after the next quarter of surveys has been
conducted. There is also the issue of establishing causality; if confidence levels do increase,
how do we know if it was the PB events that caused this rise and not other external factors?
As a shorter-term solution to the need to measure confidence, the ‘Bingo Sheets’ included
the statement “Events like this give me more

confidence in local police.” Encouragingly, 51 K : : : \
(80%) of those who completed a sheet at “Raising confidence is often

Tameside circled this statement, whilst fewer about what Police are seen to
voters in Stockport (43 or 49%) did the same. do. These events show us in a

The disparity between Tameside’s and very positive light and that

Stockport’s result for this statement, and for ‘It's word will spread within the
a good way of meeting our local police officers’ mmuni .
(86% versus 71% respectively), could partly be oo unity.

explained by the increased opportunities to Police officer, Brinnington/

interact with police officers at the Tameside

event. The activities there, such as
demonstrations by the mounted, dog and
firearms units, gave residents the chance to have one-to-one conversations with police
officers, and for officers to explain their role in tackling crime and community safety issues.

9.8 “Build better working relationships between loc al citizens, the
police and their partners”

Police officers from each area’s respective neighbourhood policing team were used to
compere the events. As well as bringing a thorough understanding of how the day should
run, this had the benefit of raising their profile within the neighbourhood. Residents got to
meet their local policing team and get to know them in a positive environment, helping to
build trust and confidence and developing community relations. Indeed, the majority of
people who completed a ‘Bingo Sheet’ circled the statement “It's a good way of meeting our
local police officers” — 71% (62) in Stockport and 86% (55) in Tameside.

Qualitative feedback supports these findings, with one resident in Tameside stating that
meeting police officers in this way helped combat stereotypes some people hold about them:

“It's very encouraging that the police are getting involved to help the community. We
all know you do a lot of hard work but hopefully this project could help to get rid of
the stereotypes that affect the police.”

Several comments also referred to meeting the police as one of the best aspects of the
event:

What's the best thing about today?

“Meeting local police and the community.” (Stockport)

“Good for kids to meet the police and fire service.” (Tameside)
“The link with young people and the police.” (Tameside)
“Good for kids to meet the police and fire service.” (Tameside)
“Meeting the police.” (Tameside)

“Being able to meet the police, councillors and leaders which otherwise we
wouldn't normally feel able to do.” (Tameside)

Good Practice 13 : Using an officer from the local neighbourhood policing team to
compere the event helps to raise their profile in the area, and build better
relationships with the community in a positive environment.
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Organisers at Stockport commented that the event has strengthened their relationship with
residents, as supporting local groups demonstrates that the police care. Indeed, officers
received emotional words of thanks from groups at the end of the event. An officer present
commented:

“It's essential we go out and do things like this more often. It's a mentality — if you're
in a neighbourhood policing team you have to get the trust of the community and get
to know them. Once you do this, everything else comes more easily.”

The events were also successful in developing better working relationships between the
police and their partners. St Peter’s Partnerships in Tameside commented that they felt a
real ‘bond’ with the neighbourhood policing team as they were treated as genuine partners,
and not just delegated tasks by officers. Similarly, a Tameside officer mentioned that he did
not have any contact with local councillors before the process, but now feels able to contact
them about any issue in the area.

9.9 “Provide networking opportunities for local gro ups”

One of the objectives of the event was to provide networking opportunities for community

groups so that they could meet each other to
share their knowledge, skills and even K \

resources. It was also thought they could The be.St thmg about tOda.y S
meet organisations which may be able to lots of different groups getting
signpost them to additional funding. To | together and learning about

measure the success of this aim, each other. Wonderful. ”
gquestionnaires sent to groups after the event

asked the question “Have you made any new Local resident, Brinnington
contacts as a result of the event?” y /
Of the 18 questionnaires returned, 11 groups

(61%) said “yes” they had made new contacts. These respondents were asked whom the
contacts were with and what they hoped would come out of them. Responses were varied
and included help finding further funding and even groups coming together to organise a ‘fun
day’ in Brinnington. Comments are shown below:

Who are the new contacts with and what do you hope will come out of
them?

“Lots of local groups. We will be getting together for a fun day etc.” (Stockport)
“With the Morris Dancers who may be able to give us funding.” (Stockport)

“With Neighbourhood Renewal Team, hopefully to get assistance in finding further
funding.” (Stockport)

“Made contacts with Neighbourhood Renewal Team. Also made contacts with
other groups to help bring back the carnival.” (Stockport)

“Strengthened existing ties, met new community contacts e.g. local groups.”
(Stockport)

“With the neighbourhood policing team who | hope will come along to our club in
the future to talk about safety.” (Stockport)

“Made contacts with the Guides to hold joint meetings.” (Scout Group, Stockport)

As evident in the above comments, the networking opportunities provided through the PB
events will strengthen the groups working in the neighbourhoods. This will hopefully provide
increased opportunities and activities for the residents of Brinnington and St Peter’'s to get
involved in.
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9.10 “Increase community engagement”

One objective was to “increase community engagement by providing direct involvement that
is enjoyable”, and it is partly through ensuring residents enjoy themselves that GMP will
increase community involvement in the future.

In this respect, the events were a great success with positive feedback being received from
residents, community groups and staff. Indeed, when voters were asked if they would
attend an event like this again in the future, the overwhelming majority said “yes”. Results for
both divisions are shown below:

Would you attend an event like this again in the No. who
future? No voted
Stockport 98.4% 1.6% 63
Tameside 100% 0% 136

Results from the ‘Bingo Sheets’ provide further evidence of the extent to which residents
enjoyed the day. 59 residents from Stockport (68%) and 48 (75%) from Tameside ticked the
statement “l would recommend the event to other people” — a factor that will be crucial to
increasing resident participation in the future. There were also numerous qualitative
comments, a selection of which are shown below:

What's the best thing about today?

“Brilliant day, thanks to all concerned.” (Tameside)

“The activities that were given for the children. They were excellent.” (Tameside)
“I thought the day was fantastic, lots to do for everyone.” (Tameside)

“Variety of activities.” (Tameside)

“It was fun, informative and the food/cups of tea were very nice.” (Stockport)

“It's been a good day. | hope they do some more like this.” (Stockport)

“Good atmosphere, good turnout and hospitality.”(Stockport)

“I've enjoyed everything.” (Stockport)

The majority of voters in each division chose to circle “I'm having a good time” on the ‘Bingo
Sheets’ — 52 (60%) in Stockport and 55 (86%) in Tameside. It is clear, however, that a
significantly higher proportion circled this statement in Tameside and this is perhaps
explained by the wide range of activities on offer there.

Good Practice 14 : It is partly through ensuring residents enjoy themselves that GMP
will increase community engagement, not only in PB but also in wider police activity.
It is therefore good practice to provide residents with refreshments and fun activities
at an event, to thank them for giving up their free time to participate.

The ‘Bingo Sheets’ also attempted to discover if residents thought these events would
increase participation in the community in general. Results show that a significant
proportion of voters at each event agreed with the statement “I think this will encourage
more people to get involved in their community” — 67 (77%) in Stockport and 52 (81%) in
Tameside.
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9.11 “Increase awareness of community groups”

Evidence of the success of this objective can be seen through both the quantitative findings
and the qualitative feedback. For example, all voters were asked the question “Has the
event made you more aware of local community groups in your area?”. Results are very
positive for both divisions and are shown below:

Has the event made you more aware of local No. who
community groups in your area? No voted
Stockport 96.8% 3.2% 63
Tameside 97.8% 2.2% 136

The open-ended feedback showed that, particularly in Stockport, residents thought that
learning about local community groups (and the types of activities they offer in the area) was
one of the best things about the event:

What's the best thing about today?

“Finding out about different projects in the local area.” (Stockport)

“I get to hear of activities/groups that | wouldn't have known about otherwise.”
(Stockport)

“It was a good way of getting people aware of what goes on in Brinnington.”
(Stockport)

“Finding out about the groups in our community.” (Stockport)

“Finding out about what's available in Brinnington.” (Stockport)

“Shows people what is available for the youth.” (Tameside)

“Finding out about all the different groups which cater for all ages.” (Tameside)
“Met a lot of new groups.” (Tameside)

Another measure of success on this topic will be whether or not the events stimulated
renewed interest in the community groups present, and lead to new members joining. This
will be investigated in the longer-term evaluation approximately 6 months following the
events. In the meantime, to gauge interest, the ‘Bingo Sheets’ included the statement “I'd
like to get involved with some of the community groups that are here”. In Stockport 30
residents (35%) circled this to be true, whilst 32 Tameside residents (50%) did the same.
These are positive figures given that many voters at each event were already involved with
the groups bidding for money.

It should be noted that staff members also developed their knowledge of groups working
within the neighbourhoods. Officers from both divisions commented that they met groups at
the events that they did not know existed.

9.12 “Make the decision-making process transparent”

One of the key aims of PB is to open up the process of budget allocation - to make it
transparent, accessible and understandable by all. Thus, it was crucial that community
groups and voters fully understood how the voting worked and how the money would be
allocated.

To do this, both divisions included information on the publicity sent out to advertise the
events. Stockport also included information on sheets given out to voters when they arrived
on the day. The main method of informing voters, however, was in the introductory talk given
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by the officers at each event before voting began. They gave a brief explanation of PB, how
residents could vote and how their votes would translate into money for the bidding groups.

To measure the effectiveness of the information given out, all voters were asked “Was the
voting process explained clearly to you?” Encouragingly, the vast majority of those who
answered the question at each event said “yes”.

Was the voting process explained clearly to No. who
you? No voted
Stockport 96.2% 3.8% 52
Tameside 93.9% 6.1% 132

Community groups displayed similar views. Of the groups who returned a questionnaire, all
18 (100%) agreed that the presentation/voting process was explained clearly to them.

Feedback was also sought from the ‘Bingo sheets’ handed out to voters. Of those who
completed one, 69 residents from Stockport (79%) and 40 from Tameside (63%) circled the
statement “I understand the voting process”. This is in comparison to only 1 voter in
Stockport (1.1%) and 1 in Tameside (2%) who circled “I don’'t understand the voting
process”.

The ‘Bingo sheets’ also provided feedback on the general information given out at the
events. Of those who completed a sheet, 69 residents from Stockport (79%) and 42 from
Tameside (66%) circled the statement “Information I've been given has been easy to
understand”, compared to just 4 (5%) and 2 (3%) respectively who circled “Information I've
been given isn't very clear”.

9.13 “Increase the skills of participants and staff

There is evidence that both community groups and staff involved in planning the event have
gained new skills through their involvement in the PB process. The questionnaire sent to
community groups asked the question “Do you feel you've gained any new skills, or
improved current ones, from taking part in the process?”

Of the 18 returned questionnaires, 10 groups (56%) answered “yes”, with the most popular
examples being new or improved skills in bid writing. Responses are given below:

Which skills have you gained or improved?

“Networking.” (Stockport)

“Learnt new skills in how to write bids.” (Stockport)
“How to fill in forms.” (Stockport)

“Writing funding applications.” (Stockport)

“Writing bids.” (Stockport)

“Presentations, networking and writing bids.” (Stockport)

“Presentations - especially how to communicate and get a point over in a
minimum amount of time.” (Tameside)

“Writing bids and communication skills.” (Tameside)

Staff members were asked the same question in a focus group and were positive towards
the impact of the PB events on their skills sets. Some examples are given overleaf:
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Which skills have you gained or improved?

“l don't think any of us have planned an event as big as this before. It was a big
learning curve but we gained valuable experience from it.”

“‘How to compere an event!”

“Partnership-working. I've never worked in a partnership before but I've
developed some great relationships.”

“I'd definitely be able to point others in the right direction if organising a PB event.”

“Organising another event would be much easier as I'm more aware of what
works and what doesn’t, when designing leaflets for example.”

All staff members agreed that they would now feel confident in helping to organise another
PB event, having learnt many valuable lessons from these pilots. All would be confident in
providing advice and guidance to others who may be thinking of running an event. Indeed,
officers from both divisions are planning to attend a showcase event run by the Home Office
to share their experiences of running the pilots.
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10 Conclusion

The Participatory Budgeting pilots were a great success, with a combined total of over 320
local residents turning out to vote on how money should be spent to improve community
safety in their area. Significantly more came to enjoy the activities on offer and, as a result, got
to know their local police officers in a positive environment. Members of the neighbourhood
teams not only delivered the events but also delivered the publicity in the weeks preceding,
making the most of every opportunity to engage with local residents and help build trust and
confidence in the police.

The extent to which residents enjoyed the events can be seen through the qualitative
feedback received, and the fact that the overwhelming majority said they would attend another
event like this in the future. The pilots brought different sections of the community together
and they felt empowered by the opportunity to have a real say in their area. Community
groups benefited not only financially but also in raising awareness of their activities within the
neighbourhood. Many also made new contacts with other organisations, which will bring
further benefits to the community through increased resources and joint events.

Although the effect of the funded projects on levels of crime and disorder are yet to be seen, it
is important to note that the vast majority of residents believed that the projects would improve
community safety in their area; a fact that will be increasingly important with the emerging shift
towards measuring public confidence in the police.

Naturally, there are many practical lessons that can be learnt from these pilots, and the
recommendations in this report will aid others in planning similar events. Given the time
constraints they were faced with, both Stockport and Tameside divisions should be proud of
what they achieved in the space of under three months. These pilots resulted in sustainable
projects to improve community safety, designed and selected by local residents, in which the
police will have a lasting involvement.
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11 The Future

The Home Office’s investment in the pilots demonstrates its enthusiasm about the part PB can
play in fulfilling the expectations outlined in the policing green paper The Neighbourhood To
The National, the Flanagan Report and Louise Casey’'s Engaging Communities in Fighting
Crime. The Home Office is currently examining a range of options for spreading PB more
widely throughout the Police in 2009. A PB showcase event will be held in June 2009 to bring
organisers from all 24 pilots, including GMP, together to share experiences and celebrate
successes. The Home Office will incorporate the learning from this event into its planning.

The Home Office has stated, however, that it is unlikely to provide additional funding for future
PB events, as one of the conditions of the seed-funding was that it was not used for a ‘one-off’
event but rather to kick-start a sustained process. In this respect, the Home Office will expect
a further roll-out from police forces in the future. Indeed, research has shown that PB is more
successful in subsequent years as people become more familiar with the concept.

Support will continue to be made available by the PB Unit, who has also suggested that,
looking forward, it will be important to consider other aspects of PB that were not possible due
to the time constraints of the pilots. For example, involving communities in priority setting
before bids are invited, and allowing time for people to deliberate before deciding how to cast
their votes. They suggest that working with partners in Local Strategic Partnerships may well
be the best way of taking PB forward.

PB is already operating within 22 local authorities and the government’s ambition is that it will
be used in every local authority area by 2012. From April 2009, the ‘duty to involve’ was
extended from local authorities to various organisations including the Police; therefore it is a
possibility that a similar ambition for the use of PB within the Police may be conceived in the
future.

In addition, the government is considering whether money recovered from criminals under the
Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 should be made available for this purpose. The Prime Minister
elaborated on the future of this in a speech he made to launch Cutting Crime: Two Years On —
An update to the 2008-11 Crime Strategy on 12" May 2009. He stated that “for the first time
we will give local communities a say in what is done with the assets that are seized. From
today £4 million of criminal assets will be available for projects decided by local communities.
People will be able to vote on a website, or give their views at neighbourhood policing
meetings or citizen’s panels, on projects than could range from cleaning up a playground of
graffiti and broken glass to providing activities for young people to do on a Friday night -
whatever local people decide.”

However the ‘vision’ for PB within policing develops, and however GMP decides to proceed, it

is clear that the experience gained from the pilots in Stockport and Tameside will prove
invaluable.
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